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PREFACE. 


When  the  republication  of  the  following  Tract  was  sug¬ 
gested  to  the  Editor,  it  occurred  to  him  that  the  author’s  not 
being  an  Episcopalian  might  be  a  considerable  bar  to  its 
influence  in  the  Episcopal  Church.  But,  on  the  other  hand, 
it  seemed  probable  that  something  was  to  be  gained  from  the 
views  of  an  author  in  an  independent  position,  and  discon¬ 
nected  with  any  of  the  parties  to  the  controversy,  provided 
such  author  should  show  himself  master  of  the  subject,  and 
free  from  that  sectarian  hostility  which  has  blinded  the 
minds  and  disfigured  the  works  of  so  many  without  the 
church  who  have  undertaken  to  write  about  matters  within 
it.  Such  an  one,  so  far  as  abilitv  and  freedom  from  denomi- 
national  antagonism  are  concerned,  we  have  in  the  author  of 
the  ensuing  Tract.  He  will  be  found  a  worthy  companion  of 
those  eminent  non-Episcopalians  whose  letters  were  procured 
and  published  by  Bp.  A.  Potter  in  the  “Memorial  Papers” 
(not  the  least  instructive  and  interesting  part  of  that  book), 
showing  at  once  the  wisdom  of  the  Bishop  and  of  the  non- 
Episcopal  assistants  in  his  work,  who  had  largeness  of  mind 
to  comprehend  the  necessities  of  the  Christian  interest  con¬ 
sidered  as  one. 

His  knowledge  of  the  subject,  both  in  its  historical  and 
dogmatic  aspects,  will  sufficiently  appear. 

The  author’s  witness  of  the  Fathers  (in  whose  writings,  he 
informs  us,  he  has  spent  years)  agrees  with  that  of  all  impar¬ 
tial  scholars,  which  has  quite  reversed  the  opinion  generally 
entertained  of  them  fifty  years  ago. 
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PREFACE. 


Their  authority  upon  questions  of  theology  and  Scripture 
interpretation  is  worthless.  They  not  only  contradict  each 
other,  but  they  contradict  themselves.  No  party  is  now 
governed  by  them,  though  they  may  continue  to  be  used  for 
a  purpose. 

The  author  is  also  equally  familiar  with  modern  writers, 
of  whom  he  selects  two  as  representative  men  for  treatment, 
and  shows,  with  unsurpassed  clearness,  candor,  and  force  of 
reasoning,  that  outside  the  baptismal  office  the  advocates  of 
“Baptismal  Regeneration”  have  absolutely  nothing  to  stand 
on.  But,  on  the  contrary,  when  tested  by  Scripture  and  psy¬ 
chology  (where  its  principles  apply),  as  also  by  experience 
and  observation,  their  notions  are  confronted  and  overthrown 
at  every  turn.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is  made  manifest 
enough.  The  quarrel  about  the  meaning  of  the  Baptismal 
Service  is  of  comparatively  little  importance.  On  this  point 
the  author  seems  to  concede  the  sacramentarian  interpretation 
without  much  inquiry — a  point  which  will  be  noticed  in  its 
place. 
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I.  By  common  consent,  the  new  birth,  the  spiritual  birth, 
the  being  born  of  God,  as  used  in  Scripture,  are  terms  equiva¬ 
lent  to  regeneration. 

II.  But  these  terms  in  Scripture  always  mean  that  change 
from  the  carnal  to  the  spiritual  on  which  salvation  depends; 
therefore,  to  call  a  change  of  “state”  by  this  term  [meaning 
by  it  only  a  change  of  federal  relation  to  the  church,  or  to  the 
covenant],  is  to  violate  the  inspired  usage  of  words,  and  in¬ 
troduce  certain  confusion  and  error. 

III.  The  notion  that  this  change  is  produced  by,  or  is  in 
any  way  dependent  upon ,  baptism  is  not  a  notion  which  can 
be  held  separately  and  apart  from  others  touching  the  way 
of  salvation,  but  necessarily  modifies  and  conditions  them  all. 
If  wrong,  it  deranges  them  all,  and  such  error  in  belief  must 
surely  lead  to  error  in  practice,  and  no  criticism  which  does 
not  fairly  meet  this  point  is  worthy  of  consideration. 

IY.  It  is  a  fundamental  principle  in  Protestant  theology, 
that  the  sacraments  were  instituted  and  intended  for  believers 
— that  they  are  the  signs  and  seals  of  a  faith  which  is  supposed 
previously  to  exist. 

Y.  In  every  instance  where  baptism  is  formally  spoken  of, 
or  alluded  to,  in  the  New  Testament,  it  is  adult  baptism.  It  is 
in  adult  baptism  then  following  a  profession  of  faith  that  we 
are  to  look  for  the  original  and  fundamental  idea  of  the 
ordinance. 

YI.  The  baptism  of  infants,  though  not  formally  spoken 
of  in  the  New  Testament,  is  “retained  in  the  church  as  most 
agreeable  with  the  institution  of  Christ.”  The  proofs  of  this 
agreeableness  are  deemed  conclusive,  but  do  not  come  within 
the  scope  of  this  tract. 

YII.  The  inferential  argument  which  proves  from  Scrip- 
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tare  that  infants  ought  to  be  baptized  does  not  prove  that 
any  such  ought  to  be  baptized  except  the  children  of  those 
who  ought  themselves  to  be  baptized. 

VIII.  As  to  what  the  effects  of  baptism  in  infants  may  be 
other  than  those  realized  in  circumcision,  Scripture  affords  no 
materials  for  a  creed,  and  hence  the  endless  speculation  and 
contradictory  theories  of  disputants  upon  that  point. 

IX.  Infant  baptism  being  that  commonly  exhibited  among 
us,  disputants,  forgetful  of  its  peculiar  and  supplemental  po¬ 
sition,  and  that  it  does  not  exhibit  the  normal  idea  of  the 
ordinance  as  found  in  the  New  Testament,  proceed  to  reason 
as  though  everything  could  be  affirmed  of  it  which  is  affirmed 
of  that  administered  to  believing  adults. 

X.  The  Romish  idea  of  baptism  is,  that  it  contains  the  grace 
which  it  signifies ,  and,  by  some  sort  of  physical  or  intrinsic 
power,  always  conveys  it  apart  from  the  state  of  mind  in  the 
recipient,  no  bar  being  put  in  the  way  [which  bar  is  com¬ 
monly  defined  as  an  intention  to  commit  sin],  which  cannot 
be  the  case  with  infants.  The  grace  signified  is  the  remission 
of  original  sin,  and  regeneration  in  the  sense  of  renewed 
moral  nature. 

XI.  Take  the  works  in  mass  of  those  who  advocate  Bap¬ 
tismal  Regeneration,  and  you  will  find  a  jumble  of  confused 
unintelligible  and  contradictory  notions.  The  authors  often, 
when  most  positive,  have  no  clear  conception  of  their  own 
meaning,  but  make  their  way  as  best  they  can  among  texts 
and  facts  and  correlative  doctrines  which  never  can  be  recon¬ 
ciled  to  that  which  they  seem  to  be  teaching  Most  of  them 
insist  that  their  regeneration  is  not  a  “change  of  heart yet 
they  describe  it  by  terms  which  amount  to  the  same  thing ; 
while  others,  like  Pusey  and  his  followers,  do  not  care  to  make 
any  such  distinction,  in  proof  of  which  we  might  multiply 
citations  from  their  most  approved  authors  until  the  reader 
would  beg  us  to  desist. 

XII.  It  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  take  up  any  writer 
who  does  not  start  with  an  intelligible  definition  of  what  he 
means  by  the  words  “spiritual”  and  “regeneration.”  Our 
author  first  takes  up  Waterland  as  not  only  an  acknowledged 
authority  by  the  advocates  of  this  doctrine,  but  as  being, 
perhaps,  the  most  intelligible  among  them.  Waterland  founds 
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his  whole  theory  upon  Titus  iii.  5:  “The  washing  of  regen¬ 
eration  and  the  renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost.”  Our  quotations 
are  from  the  Oxford  edition  of  his  works,  1856.  He  starts  by 
defining  regeneration  as  “the  new  birth  of  a  Christian” — 
“a  spiritual  change  wrought  by  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  use 
of  baptism,  whereby  he  is  translated  from  his  natural  state 
in  Adam  to  a  spiritual  state  in  Christ.”  How,  what  does 
he  mean  by  this?  Does  he  mean  that  spiritual  change 
wrhereon  salvatiox  depends,  so  that  no  subsequent  change 
of  heart  need  necessarily  take  place?  Let  us  see.  “Every 
one  must  be  born  of  water  and  the  spirit — not  once  born 
of  water  and  once  of  the  Spirit,  so  as  to  make  two  new 
births  or  to  be  regenerated  again  and  again,  but  to  be  once 
born  of  both  (z.  e.  at  one  and  the  same  time),  once  born  of  the 
Spirit  in  and  by  water.”  To  strengthen  his  position,  he 
quotes  the  Fathers,  “who  not  only  used  that  vrord  (regenera¬ 
tion)  for  baptism,  but  so  appropriated  it  to  baptism  as  to 
exclude  any  other  conversion  or  repentance  not  considered  with 
baptism  from  being  signified  by  that  name,  so  that  according 
to  the  ancients,  regeneration  or  new  birth  was  either  baptism 
itself,  including  both  sign  and  thing,  or  a  change  of  man’s 
spiritual  state  in  and  through  baptism.” 

“  This  new  birth,  this  regeneration,  could  be  but  once  in  a 
Christian’s  whole  life,  as  baptism  could  be  but  once.”  Again, 
“  Degeneration  with  respect  to  the  recipient,  means  the  first 
entrance  into  the  spiritual  or  Christian  life,  and  there  cannot 
be  two  first  entrances  any  more  than  two  spiritual  lives  or 
two  baptisms.” 

“  The  analogy  which  this  new  spiritual  life  bears  to  the 
natural,  demonstrates  the  same  thing.  There  are,  in  all,  three 
several  lives  belonging  to  every  good  Christian,  and  three 
births  of  course  thereto  corresponding.  Once  he  is  born  into 
the  natural  life,  born  of  Adam;  once  he  is  born  into  the 
spiritual  life,  born  of  water  and  the  Spirit;  and  once  also  into 
the  life  of  glory.”  Again  we  have  this  extraordinary  com¬ 
mentary  upon  1  Pet.  i.  23  :  “  Being  born  again  not  of  corrup¬ 
tible  seed  but  incorruptible  by  the  Word  of  God,  i.  e.  by  the 
words  used  in  the  form  of  baptism,  or  else  by  the  word  preached 
leading  them  to  faith  and  baptism.”  According  to  Waterland, 
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then  thus  far,  no  other  change  of  heart  is  necessary  besides 
that  received  in  baptism. 

With  respect  to  the  distinction  between  regeneration  and 
renovation,  or  rather  the  confounding  of  both  with  sanctifica¬ 
tion,  we  have  the  following 

“  It  may  here  be  further  noted  that  renovation  may  be  and 
should  be  with  respect  to  adults  before  and  in  and  after 
baptism.  Preventing  grace  must  go  before  to  work  in  the 
man  faith  and  repentance  which  are  qualifications  previous  to 
baptism,  and  necessary  to  render  it  salutary.  Those  first 
addresses  or  influential  visits  of  the  Spirit  turning  and  pre¬ 
paring  the  heart  of  man,  are  the  preparative  renewings,  the 
first  and  lowest  degrees  of  renovation.  Afterwards,  in  baptism, 
the  same  spirit  fixes,  as  it  were,  his  dwelling,  renewing  the 
heart  in  greater  measure,  and  if  his  motions  are  still  more 
and  more  complied  with  after  baptismal  regeneration,  the 
renewing  grows  and  improves  this ;  the  whole  course  of  the 
spiritual  life.” 

Of  those  baptized  in  unbelief,  he  says,  “their  regeneration 
is  begun  in  baptism  and  left  unfinished.”  There  must  then 
be  a  vast  number  of  persons  in  perdition  who  are  half  re¬ 
generated.  And  again :  “  It  is  a  great  mistake  not  to  take 
water  baptism  as  the  ordinary  and  necessary  instrumental 
cause  of  regeneration,  sanctification,  and  perfect  renovation.” 
This  we  take  to  be  something  more  unscriptural  than  the 
doctrine  of  Rome. 

The  following  is  his  conclusion:  “All  I  have  to  observe 
further,  is,  to  remind  you  that  as  we  have  had  our  regenera¬ 
tion  once  in  our  infancy  (most  of  us),  it  now  lies  upon  us  to 
'preserve  or  to  repair  and  improve  it,  by  a  daily  renewing  of 
the  inner  man,  by  a  sedate,  regular,  uniform  obedience  to  all 
God’s  commandments.” 

Such  is  baptismal  regeneration,  as  “  explained”  by  Water- 
land,  from  which  it  is  manifest,  after  allowing  for  all  his 
qualifying  expletives,  so  far  as  we  are  able  to  comprehend 
what  he  means  by  them,  we  have  this  doctrine,  that,  in  order 
to  salvation,  nothing  more  is  necessary  than  by  good  works 
to  retain  the  grace  conferred  in  baptism,  for  he  speaks  of 
“those  who,  from  their  Christian  infancy,  have  never  been  in 
an  unconverted  or  unregenerate  state  at  all.” 
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Thus  altogether  we  have  the  moral  change  in  the  human 
heart,  necessary  to  salvation,  effected  by  water  baptism.  As 
the  necessary  counterpart  of  this  theory,  we  have  that  of  “no 
salvation  without  baptism,”  and  when  the  case  of  the  peni¬ 
tent  thief  is  cited,  we  are  told  that  he  was  baptized  in  his  own 
blood,  or,  as  with  Augustine,  that  some  drops  of  the  Saviour’s 
blood  may  have  fallen  on  him,  which,  like  martyrdom,  sup¬ 
plied  the  place  of  baptism,  and  such  like  childish  fables. 

We  have  this  only  to  say,  upon  concluding  the  notice  of 
W  aterland,  that,  if  we  understand  him,  then  those  entertaining 
his  views,  and  those  holding  such  as  are  commonly  called 
evangelical,  have  no  business  in  the  same  church.  Any 
endeavor  of  such  parties  to  preach  the  gospel  in  concert  is 
confusion. 

XIII.  Our  author  next  takes  up  Dr.  Pusey,  concerning 
whose  teachings  we  have  nothing  to  add,  save  the  ampler 
statement  of  the  doctrine,  as  made  by  himself  in  more  than  its 
Romish  nakedness.  He  says:  “No  change  of  heart  or  of  the 
affections,  no  repentance  however  radical,  no  faith,  no  love, 
come  up  to  the  idea  of  this  birth  from  above — it  (baptism) 
takes  them  all  in,  *  *  but  itself  is  more  than  all.  It  is  not 
only  the  creation  of  a  new  heart,  new  affections,  new  desires, 
but  is  an  actual  birth  from  above.”  There  is  certainly  no 
difficulty  in  understanding  this,  though  the  conduct  of  any 
argument  to  support  such  a  proposition  is  necessarily  illogical 
and  tortuous  beyond  degree,  and  of  doubtful  integrity. 

He  professes  to  build  this  entire  fabric  of  error  upon  John 
iii.  5.  Leaving  its  general  confutation  to  our  author,  we 
append  some  further  observations  upon  this  famous  passage. 

The  reference  of  it  to  baptism  was  stated  by  the  Fathers, 
and  the  large  majority  of  commentators  have  followed  in  their 
lead.  There  has,  however,  since  the  Reformation,  always 
been  a  minority  among  all  Protestant  churches,  than  whom 
none  are  abler,  who  have  denied  that  it  has  any  reference  to 
baptism.  This  minority  is  increasing.  A  summary  of  the 
argument  may  be  seen  in  Ryle’s  Commentary  :  the  most  clear 
and  satisfactory  upon  St.  John’s  gospel  of  any  that  has 
appeared  in  English  or,  we  may  add,  in  German  either,  if  Tho- 
luck  is  to  be  taken  as  the  best  in  that  language.  It  is  a  little 
surprising,  as  Mr.  R.  says,  that  the  judicious  Hooker  (in  the 
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application  of  his  rule,  that  “when  a  literal  construction  will 
stand,  that  farthest  from  it  is  commonly  the  worst”)  should 
assume ,  of  this  passage,  that  the  baptismal  construction  is  the 
literal  one,  when  this  is  the  very  thing  to  be  proved.  In  fact 
the  value  of  the  rule  is  very  much  impaired  by  the  number  of 
instances  in  which  the  literal  construction  will  not  “stand,”  as, 
e.  “This  is  my  body.” 

Neither  the  word  Baptism,  nor  any  other  used  elsewhere  in 
Scripture  as  its  equivalent,  occurs  in  the  passage;  and  that 
being  “  born  of  water”  meant  baptism  was  an  arbitrary 
assumption,  at  first  unsupported  by  evidence. 

The  truth  is  simply  this:  Our  Lord  referred  to  a  new 
heart,  and  nothing  else  ( here  compared  to  a  birth) — a  heart 
cleansed  from  sin,  of  which  cleansing,  water  was  a  symbol 
well  known  among  the  Jews.  Baptism  was  only  known 
among  them  for  proselytes.  But  here  was  a  universal  propo¬ 
sition  [ sav  pyj  t«t]  unless  every  one  be  born  again — all  of  all 
parties,  man  and  woman — he  cannot  enter  the  kingdom  of 
God.  Those  born  into  the  spiritual  world,  the  world  of  the 
saved ,  as  distinguished  from  the  world  of  the  lost ,  must  be 
born  of  the  Spirit  ;  the  symbol  of  which  process  of  purifica¬ 
tion,  is  water.  The  form  of  expression  is  indeed  peculiar,  but 
not  singular.  We  have  a  parallel,  where  baptism  (though 
figurative)  is  spoken  of — “Baptized  with  the  Holy  Ghost  and 
with  fire” — fire  the  symbol  of  the  purification  effected  by  the 
Holy  Ghost — not  two  baptisms — one  of  fire  and  one  of  the 
Spirit.  So  in  John  iii. — not  two  births,  one  of  water  and  one 
of  the  Spirit,  but  a  single  "spiritual  birth  into  the  kingdom  of 
God,  by  the  operation  of  the  Holy  Ghost  with  its  attendant 
symbols  of  purification. 

But  was  this  a  new  truth?  If  so,  why  was  Nicodemus  to 
blame  for  not  knowing  it?  But  it  was  an  old  truth.  It  was 
retrospectively  as  well  as  presently  and  prospectively  a  fact 
that  none  not  born  of  the  Spirit  could  enter  the  kingdom  of 
God.  No  new  plan  of  salvation  was  announced.  It  always 
had  been  true  that  that  which  was  born  of  the  flesh  was  flesh,  and 
of  spirit,  spirit ;  and  known  to  those  of  the  old  dispensation 
who  looked  beneath  its  letter,  and  hence  our  Lord’s  astonish¬ 
ment  that  a  learned  Jew  should  not  have  seen  it.  Or,  to  take 
the  low  view  which  some  advocate,  did  our  Lord  announce 
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that  lie  was  going  to  establish  the  Christian  Church  into 
which  there  would  be  no  way  of  entrance  but  by  baptism? 
How  then  could  Nicodemus  be  any  more  expected  to  know 
that  t 

Again,  those  who  will  have  “  water”  here  to  mean  Baptism, 
are  obliged  to  contradict  the  express  words  of  Christ,  by 
saying  that  some  can  enter  the  kingdom  of  God,  who  are 
not  born  of  water,  as  Quakers,  on  the  ground  of  invincible 
ignorance,  and  children,  for  want  of  opportunity,  witli  a  long 
list  of  exceptions,  arbitrary,  unauthorized,  and  presumptuous. 

If  theirs  be  the  literal  and  express  meaning  of  the  text, 
how  dare  they  to  make  exceptions?  On  the  contrary,  their 
theory  challenges  them  by  the  clearest  rules  of  consistency  to 
take  their  place  as  spectators,  while,  in  obedience  thereto, 
untold  millions  are  sent  down  alive  into  the  pit,  an  auto  de  fd 
before  which  the  highest  supralapsarian  Calvinism  turns  pale. 

That  which  so  astonishes  us  is  not  the  labyrinth  of  per¬ 
plexities  and  contradictions  in  which  this  notion  involves  its 
advocates  from  the  highest  to  the  lowest  of  them,  or  that,  by 
adopting  a  theory  of  water  baptism  which  carries  justification 
with  it,  they  consciously  or  unconsciously  surrender  the  key 
to  the  Protestant  position,  which,  sooner  or  later,  must  be 
carried  entire — but  the  ulterior  and  eternal  consequences 
which'  are  inseparable  from  it. 

If  the  change  described  by  Waterland  and  Pusey  be  pro¬ 
duced  by  the  Holy  Spirit  only  through  baptism,  and  we  re¬ 
flect  that  the  Holy  Spirit  is  not  a  thing  but  a  person  coequal 
in  Trinity  with  Father  and  Son,  then  “we  recoil,”  as  Dr. 
Vaughn  so  well  says,  from  a  theory  which  holds  his  power 
in  abeyance  to  the  will  of  man — insomuch  that,  if  man  chooses 
to  wait  so  many  minutes,  He  must  wait  just  so  many — a 
theory  which  subjects  his  mightiest  work  to  accident,  to 
chance,  to  ignorance,  to  carelessness,  to  caprice  of  priest  or 
people,  while  the  consequences  depending  are  nothing  less 
than  the  joys  of  heaven  and  the  pains  of  hell  to  all  eternity. 

If  it  be  true  that  the  efficacy  of  baptism  held  the  same 
relative  place  in  the  theology  of  the  Apostles  as  it  does  in 
the  theology  of  Waterland  and  Pusey  and  such  like  authors, 
it  is  inconceivable  that  so  little  should  be  found  of  it  jn  their 
teaching  and  ministrations. 
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If  it  be  true  that  such  a  change  as  they  themselves  describe 
regeneration  to  be.  always  comes  to  infants  by  baptism,  and 
never  without  it  to  either  infants  or  adults,  it  is  inconceiva¬ 
ble  that  St.  Paul  in  writing  to  the  Corinthians  should  thank 
God  that  he  had  only  baptized  two  of  them,  and  that  in  thir¬ 
teen  of  the  Apostolic  Epistles,  there  should  have  been  no 
allusion  to  it  at  all — these  thirteen  embracing  the  two  to 
Timothy,  where  we  have  the  most  ample  and  specific  instruc¬ 
tions  about  what  ministers  are  to  teach  and  to  preach. 

If  it  be  true  that  the  change  described  is  either  produced 
by  baptism  or  is  dependent  on  it,  then  this  truth  stands  alone 
and  unique  among  all  of  the  other  truths  of  revealed  religion 
in  the  fact  that  no  man  can  appeal  to  anything  visible  or  ap¬ 
preciable  elsewhere  which  confirms  it.  No  man  can  appeal 
to  anything  in  his  own  experience  or  consciousness  or  sense 
of  congruity,  or  natural  judgment  of  connection  between 
cause  and  effect,  or  in  observation  of  character — infantile, 
juvenile,  or  adult — which  lends  it  any  support;  or  anything 
in  history  to  illustrate  its  truth ;  for,  on  the  contrary,  history 
tells  us  that  in  all  those  parts  of  Christendom  where  “Bap¬ 
tismal  Regeneration”  is  most  rigidly  taught,  there  the  church 
is  most  corrupt  both  in  doctrine  and  morals.  We  reach  then 
these  conclusions : — 

1.  That  Titus  iii.  5  is  misinterpreted  by  Waterland — that 
the  “  washing  of  regeneration”  in  this  text  has  been  assumed 
to  refer  to  baptism  but  never  proved.  It  is  at  least  but 
doubtful.  By  far  the  more  probable  interpretation  is  that 
“the  washing  of  regeneration”  means  simply  regeneration,  and 
that  the  “  renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost”  means  sanctification. 
There  are  none  washed  according  to  this  text  who  are  not 
also  renewed. 

2.  That  John  iii.  5  is  misinterpreted  by  Dr.  Pusey,  as  by 
so  many  others  who  yet  have  not  drawn  such  dangerous  and 
wholly  unscriptural  conclusions  from  it.  Were  there  any 
limits  to  human  credulity,  no  reader  of  John  iii.  3-10  could 
bring  himself  to  believe  that  our  Lord  rebuked  Nicodemus 
for  not  understanding  the  doctrine  of  “  Baptismal  Regenera¬ 
tion.” 

3.  That  the  advocates  of  this  doctrine  coming  in  direct 
conflict  with  Scripture  are  compelled  to  resort  to  sophisms, 
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and  in  order  to  avoid  detection  are  accustomed  to  hide  them¬ 
selves  in  a  mist  of  artificial  distinctions  and  refinements  which 
are  but  vanity. 

XIV.  It  does  not  fall  specially  within  our  author’s  purpose 
to  consider  the  various  theories  of  interpretation  to  which 
the  Baptismal  office  has  been  subjected,  but  he  assumes, 
without  formal  proof,  that  it  teaches  baptismal  regeneration. 
Routing  the  advocates  of  this  error  from  the  entire  field  of 

O 

Scripture,  he  leaves  them  in  possession  of  the  baptismal  service 
of  the  Episcopal  Church. 

IVe  have  never  been  among  the  defenders  of  this  service 
as  it  stands ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  we  have  been  among  the 
strenuous  advocates  of  its  revision,  not  because  of  its  teaching 
baptismal  regeneration,  in  any  Scriptural  sense  of  the  word 
regeneration  [for,  if  it  could  be  fairly  proved  to  teach  that 
doctrine  and  that  that  was  the  animus  impontis ,  we  never  could 
use  it],  but  because  of  its  extreme  liability  to  be  so  under¬ 
stood. 

But  after  years  of  examination  and  comparison,  rejoicing 
indeed  with  great  joy  at  every  additional  proof  and  con¬ 
firmation  of  the  evangelical  orthodoxy  of  the  Episcopal 
Church,  yet  in  a  frame  of  comparative  and  growing  indiffer¬ 
ence  as  to  wliat  this  service  was  intended  to  teach  so  only 
the  teaching  of  Scripture  be  ascertained,  we  are  thoroughly 
satisfied  that  the  advocates  of  “baptismal  regeneration'’  do  as 
verily  wrest  this  service  from  the  intention  of  its  authors  as 
they  do  the  Scriptures;  and,  as  Dean  Goode  says,  that  “the 
contrast  between  that  notion  the  entire  theological  system  of 
the  Reformers  reduces  it  to  an  absurdity .” 

How  any  one  can  doubt  this,  after  an  unprejudiced  reading 
of  Dean  Goode's  work  on  baptism,  passes  our  comprehension, 
insomuch  that  it  has  occurred  to  us  that  we  should  occupy  our 
time  better  in  causing  that  book  to  be  read,  than  in  writing 
new  ones.  And  we  must  believe  that  if  the  same  powers  which 
our  author  has  exercised  upon  the  Scriptural  argument  had 
been  exercised  upon  the  historical  argument  touching  the  true 
interpretation  of  the  service,  he  would  have  perceived  that  the 
hypothetical  alone  can  stand.  Observe  this  is  not  the  “charita¬ 
ble  hope”  theory,  with  which  it  is  sometimes  confounded,  or 
the  “charitable  hypothesis,’’ for  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a 
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charitable  hypothesis.  The  hypothetical  interpretation  starts 
in  the  fact  (which  all  parties  admit)  that  the  child  himself  pro¬ 
fesses  faith  and  promises  obedience — not  the  sponsor,  who 
neither  professes  nor  promises  anything.  It  is  upon  this  pro¬ 
fession  of  the  child  that  the  whole  proceeding  is  based.  This 
profession  every  other  interpretation  ignores;  and  many  who, 
upon  proof,  admit  this  to  be  the  true  interpretation,  seem 
almost  immediately  to  forget  it.  If  the  child  has  faith,  he  is 
regenerated,  and  may  be  rightfully  so  pronounced.  Faith  and 
regeneration  this  service  ties  together,  and  no  reader  can  deny 
it.  But  the  child’s  profession  of  faith  is  a  hypothesis.  All 
admit  this.  And  upon  a  faith  hypothetically  professed, 
regeneration  must  be  hypothetically  pronounced.  The  ivords 
in  both  cases  are  positive;  and  to  interpret  them  hypotheti¬ 
cally  in  the  first  case,  and  absolutely  in  the  second ,  is,  as  the 
intelligent  and  most  candid  Dr.  D’Aubigne  says,  to  violate 
every  just  rule  of  construction. 

Therefore,  when  we  are  asked  in  apparent  triumph,  “What, 
then,  can  be  plainer  than  this,  ‘  seeing  now  that  this  child  is 
regenerated?”’  we  reply,  “What  better  authority  could  the 
minister  have  for  saying  so,  than  the  profession  on  which  it  is 
based — ‘  I  do  believe  all  the  articles  of  the  Christian  faith ;’ 
1 1  do  renounce  the  devil  and  all  his  works;’  ‘I  ivill  keep 
God’s  holy  will  and  commandments  all  of  the  days  of  my 
life?’”  Pronounced  faith  and  'pronounced  regeneration  go  to¬ 
gether;  so  do  actual  faith  and  actual  regeneration  go  together 
so  far  as  we  know.  And  here  is  a  common  answer  to  Drs. 
Pusey  and  Mellor. 

As  to  the  actual  regeneration  of  the  soul  of  an  infant,  or 
how  it  is  accomplished,  Scripture  has  said  not  one  word ; 
consequently  authors  should  be  modest  in  their  speculations, 
and  churches  presume  not  to  impose  any  creed  respecting  it. 

If  it  be  objected  to  the  above  view  that  in  the  case  of  pri¬ 
vate  baptism  the  regeneration  is  recognized  ivithout  the  pro¬ 
fession  of  faith,  we  answer,  that  though  there  seems  to  be  an 
inconsistency  in  the  use  of  the  prayer  in  that  service,  “we 
yield  thee,”  etc.,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  this  is  the  abnor¬ 
mal  and  exceptional  form  of  infant  baptism — that  the  profes¬ 
sion  of  faith  is  still  to  be  made  if  the  child  lives  and  that  same 
prayer  must  be  repeated.  Moreover — as  Blakeny  says — 
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“The  rubric  directing  the  minister  to  receive  the  child  as 
one  of  the  flock  of  true  Christian  people,  is  manifestly  hypo¬ 
thetical,”  i.  e.  his  being  pronounced  a  true  Christian  is  a  hy¬ 
pothesis. 

If  it  be  further  objected  that  the  construction  of  a  baptis¬ 
mal  service  in  a  form  so  liable  to  be  misunderstood,  as  well 
as  for  other  reasons,  was  a  great  mistake,  we  admit  the 
force  of  that  objection,  and  insist  that  the  history  of  this  ser¬ 
vice  for  more  than  a  hundred  years  also  shows  its  force. 
Such  is  the  opinion,  also,  of  those  who  have  shown  by  the 
most  protracted  and  irrefragable  arguments  that  the  service 
was  not  only  not  intended  to  teach  baptismal  regeneration, 
but  for  half  a  century  or  more  after  it  was  made  was  never 
so  understood.  It  is  on  this  ground  of  complication  and  lia¬ 
bility  to  controversy  and  error,  that  revision  and  a  simpler 
form  is  largely  advocated,  and  will  undoubtedly  be  effected. 

XV.  TTith  the  view  to  at  least  a  partial  settlement  of  the 
controversy  which  this  service  has  produced,  and  which 
threatened  to  become  increasingly  a  source  of  distraction 
and  weakness,  the  Bishops  in  council  in  the  General  Conven¬ 
tion  of  1871  put  forth  the  following  declaration: — 

11  We,  the  subscribers,  Bishops  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
Church  in  the  United  States,  being  asked,  in  order  to  the 
quieting  of  the  consciences  of  sundry  members  of  said  Church, 
to  declare  our  conviction  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  1  re¬ 
generate’  in  the  offices  for  the  ministration  of  baptism  to 
infants,  do  declare  that,  in  our  opinion,  the  word  ‘  regenerate’ 
is  not  there  so  used  as  to  determine  that  a  moral  change  in 
the  subject  of  baptism  is  wrought  in  that  sacrament.” 

Two  objections  have  been  urged  against  this:  1.  By  the 
Ritualists,  that  no  one  believed  that  a  moral  change  was  wrought 

t  o  o 

in  baptism.  But  if  the  teaching  of  their  own  principal 
writers  does  not  amount  to  this  by  almost  any  form  of  expres¬ 
sion  which  other  English  writers  employ  to  describe  a  moral 
change,  there  is  no  arriving  at  certainty  in  any  religious 
teaching  whatsoever ;  and  it  is  idle  for  them  to  go  mousing 
through  the  dictionaries  for  meanings  of  the  word  moral,  to 
justify  their  denial. 

They  do  teach  that  a  moral  change  is  wrought  in  baptism, 
ex  opere  operato,  and  always  quote  for  church  authority,  the 
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baptismal  service,  with  “one  baptism  for  the  remission  of 
sins”  [which  phrase  in  the  Nicene  creed  should  never  have 
been  dissociated  from  “ repentance ”  with  which  it  stands  con¬ 
nected  in  every  place  in  Scripture  where  baptism  is  named  in 
connection  with  forgiveness]. 

They  dislike  this  declaration  because  it  is  an  obstruction 
put  in  the  road  which  they  are  travelling,  precludes  them 
from  further  indulgence  in  much  of  the  language  in  which 
they  delight,  and  tends  to  the  narrowing  of  controversy  which 
they  do  not  wish  to  have  narrowed,  except  in  the  direction 
of  evangelical  religion. 

2.  A  portion  of  the  more  earnest  advocates  of  revision  are 
dissatisfied  with  this  declaration,  because  it  does  not  go  far 
enough.  “It  does  not  deny  baptismal  regeneration,”  they 
say,  “or  spiritual  regeneration  in  baptism;”  to  whom,  we 
reply  that  it  does  deny  it  in  the  sense  in  which  you  use  those 
terms.  You  believe,  and  believe  correctly,  that  the  new  birth, . 
called  in  the  service  “regeneration,”  does  mean  a  moral  change, 
or  change  of  heart,  and  the  declaration  does  not  deny  it.  It 
only  denies  (what  the  Ritualist  affirms)  that  the  word  is  so 
used  in  the  service,  as  to  determine  that  the  baptismal  regen¬ 
eration  which  you  object  to,  takes  place  in  the  sacrament. 
Just  read  the  declaration  critically.  It  is  perfectly  consistent 
with  the  hypothetical  theory  without  contradicting  any  of  the 
other  theories,  for  interpreting  the  service,  except  that  which 
has  caused  the  chief  difficulty.  The  subscribers  do  indeed 
hold  different'theories,  but  they  are  all  now  committed  against 
this  theory.  If  any  hold  to  a  regeneration  which  is  not 
moral,  or  a  spiritual  change  which  is  not  a  moral  change,  the 
burden  of  proof  falls  on  them.  But  is  it  nothing  to  get  the 
whole  body  of  men  filling  the  highest  office  of  the  church,  so 
many  of  whom  have  been  trained  in  the  school  of  Comber, 
fSTicholls,  Waterland,  Laurence,  Mant,  Pusey,  Keble,  and 
Sadler,  to  subscribe  such  a  declaration  as  this  ? 

If  they  knew  what  they  were  subscribing,  it  is  a  vast  gain, 
intellectually  and  theologically ;  and  that  they  subscribed  in 
the  most  Christian  spirit,  and  under  the  noble  inspiration  of 
love  for  the  peace  and  prosperity  and  upbuilding  of  the 
church,  cannot  be  doubted. 

The  sjnnt  of  the  body ,  in  all  its  deliberations ,  in  which  this 
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declaration  was  made,  was  new  and  marvellous  in  the  eyes 
of  its  members,  and  sent  joy  through  the  church  as  the  har¬ 
binger  of  better  days.  In  the  same  connection  (as  might  have 
been  expected),  the  missionary  spirit  was  largely  poured  forth. 
The  house  of  clerical  and  lay  deputies  shared  largely  in  the 
same  spirit,  so  as  to  make  the  Convention  of  ’71  memorable 
for  good  in  our  church  history ;  and,  so  far  from  finding 
fault  that  more  was  not  done,  we  can  only  find  it  in  our  hearts 
to  rejoice,  and  give  God  thanks,  for  this  bow  of  peace  upon 
the  threatening  clouds  of  controversy  which  darkened  the 
ecclesiastical  horizon.  Wise,  prudent,  timely,  and  capable 
of  defence  at  all  points  so  far  as  it  goes,  we  devoutly  trust  that 
this  good  work  of  the  Bishops  will  contract  the  lines  of  error, 
misunderstanding,  and  strife — prove  the  forerunner  of  such 
revision  as  expediency  or  clearer  apprehensions  of  Scripture 
shall  show  to  be  necessary,  meanwhile  consigning  to  the 
catacombs  of  literature  a  multitude  of  books  which,  by  their 
unintelligible  and  contradictory  theories  about  regeneration, 
shed  disastrous  twilight  over  the  whole  field  of  doctrine 
touching  the  sinner’s  justification  before  God,  and  all  from 
this  persistent  and  utterly  hopeless  endeavor  to  be  wise  about 
infants  above  what  is  written. 
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“  As  for  these  sacramentarian  quarrels,”  observed  Bisliop 
Hall,  “  how  bitter  have  they  been  !  how  frequent !  how  long  ! 
in  six  successions  of  learned  conflicts.  In  these  cases  the  very 
victory  is  miserable  ;  such  (as  Pyrrhus  said  of  his)  as  is  enough 
to  undo  the  conqueror.”  These  words  of  the  learned  and 
godly  prelate,  who  was  one  of  the  most  formidable  champions 
of  his  Church,  are  now  two  centuries  old  ;  but  the  conflicts 
over  which  he  mourned,  so  far  from  having  ceased,  have  grown 
from  six  to  a  number  which  we  may  well  shrink  from  defining. 
The  general  literature  which  these  controversies  have  created 
within  the  last  fifty  years  alone  would  form  a  library  of  con¬ 
siderable  dimensions,  consisting  of  treatises  which  traverse  the 
whole  distance  from  the  four-leaved  tract  to  the  learned  and 
ponderous  volume  ;  while  the  special  literature  of  a  forensic 
nature  which  has  recorded  the  litigations  promoted  now  by  one 
party  and  then  by  another,  before  the  Arches  Court  and  the 
Privy  Council,  demonstrates  that  the  “  sacramentarian  quar¬ 
rels”  have  been  more  than  logical  exercises,  and  have  sought 
the  forcible  extrusion  of  the  heretical  sentiments  and  their 
propagators  from  the  pale  of  the  Anglican  Church.  Indeed, 
it  may  be  said  with  truth  that  at  no  period  since  the  death  of 
Elizabeth  have  the  sacerdotal  conceptions  of  the  sacraments 
been  more  in  the  ascendant  than  they  are  now,  or  propagated 
with  so  much  zeal  and  determination,  for  the  purpose  of  win¬ 
ning  for  them  supreme  and  exclusive  authority  in  these  realms. 
To  secure  this  end,  nothing  will  be  wanting  which  wealth, 
talent,  culture,  and  self-denial  can  furnish.  IIow  far  such  an 
end  is  desirable,  or  consistent  either  with  the  teaching  of 
Scripture  or  the  eternal  well-being  of  man,  we  shall  Isee  in  the 
course  of  this  essay.  But  this  we  may  sav,  that  no  Eirenicon 
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which  counsels  a  truce,  or,  still  more,  a  peace  between  those 
sections  of  the  Church  which  maintain  opposing  judgments  on 
the  efficacy  of  the  sacraments,  will  be  successful.  Such  a 
strife  cannot,  from  its  very  nature,  be  composed  by  exhorta¬ 
tions  to  a  broad  reciprocal  charity.  Controversies  which 
spring  from  words  alone  die  out  as  soon  as  clear  definitions 
have  been  reached  and  accepted ;  and  controversies  which 
concern  matters  that  are  secondary  may  be  terminated  by 
consent  under  the  influence  of  a  wisdom  which  can  distin¬ 
guish  between  a  fundamental  unity  and  a  superficial  diversity. 
Forms  of  worship,  and  vestments,  where  they  are  not  symbolic, 
and,  as  such,  provocative  as  party  banners,  may  surely  be  left 
to  the  tastes  and  preferences  of  individual  men.  But  the 
difference  as  to  the  nature  of  the  sacraments  and  their  power 
is  one  which  reaches  down  to  the  very  foundation  of  the  whole 
fabric  of  revealed  truth  ;  and  we  should  think  little  of  the 
moral  earnestness  or  spiritual  faith  of  any  man  who,  for  the 
sake  of  an  outward  and  unreal  peace,  could  consent  on  these 
momentous  questions  to  suppress  his  own  convictions,  and 
to  be  silent  respecting  what  he  regards  as  the  fatal  teaching 
of  his  ministerial  brethren. 

It  is  true  that  the  legal  justification  which  the  Grorham 
decision  gave  to  the  most  contradictory  faiths  should  terminate 
anj-  internecine  struggle  which  simply  aims  at  the  extrusion 
of  one  party  or  another  from  the  pale  of  the  Church  of  Eng¬ 
land.  All  are  safely  intrenched,  and  may  hold  their  positions 
with  equal  honor  ;  but  the  mere  fact  of  their  common  church- 
manship  will  never  seal  their  lips  on  those  stupendous  ques¬ 
tions  on  which  they  differ.  Those  who  maintain  that  Baptism 
is  the  door,  and  the  only  door,  into  the  kingdom  of  Heaven — 
that  it  is  the  exclusive  channel  through  which  regenerative 
grace  is  imparted  to  the  soul — will  not  endure  those  im¬ 
poverishing  representations,  as  they  deem  them,  which  make 
the  ordinance  nothing  but  a  symbol,  or  a  hypothetical  bless¬ 
ing  ;  nor  will  the  latter  quietly  suffer  the  souls  of  the  people 
to  be  ensnared  by  what  in  their  view  is  a  monstrous  and 
superstitious  delusion. 

The  ultimate  triumph  of  Christian  truth  is  not  to  be  achieved 
by  a  prudential  reticence,  but  by  that  strenuous  contending 
for  the  faith  which  shall  “speak  the  truth  in  love and  the 
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earnest  recommendations  which,  have  of  late  counselled,  in 
the  true  Erastian  spirit,  a  cessation  of  active  antagonism  be¬ 
tween  the  high  Sacramentarians  of  the  Church  of  England 
and  their  opponents,  have  failed  to  appreciate  the  profound 
spiritual  issues  which  are  involved,  or  have  been  content  to 
subordinate  those  issues  to  the  inglorious  end  of  maintaining 
the  outward  integrity  of  an  Establishment  which  should  em¬ 
brace  and  authorize,  as  they  allege,  the  most  diverse  theo¬ 
logical  faiths.  Happily,  this  untempered  mortar  neither  will 
nor  can  avail  to  close  up  and  conceal  the  chinks  in  the  wall. 

The  positions  which  respectively  affirm  and  deny  the  saving 
efficacy  of  Baptism  are  too  wide  apart  ever  to  be  conciliated  at 
any  middle  point.  Nothing  has  been  more  fully  established 
than  this  by  the  whole  history  of  the  Church ;  and  the  strife, 
therefore — divested,  we  trust,  of  all  unchristian  heat,  craft,  and 
bitterness — will  continue  until  God  shall  give  the  victory  to 
His  own  pure  word.  What,  on  the  nature  of  Baptism,  is  the 
teaching  of  that  word  when  taken  in  its  whole  breadth,  instead 
of  being  interpreted  in  the  light  of  some  isolated  passage 
which  itself  must  be  amenable  to  the  general  scope  of  revela¬ 
tion,  we  hope  to  show  in  the  sequel. 

In  making  the  Scriptures  the  sole  standard  of  appeal,  we 
intend  absolutely  to  exclude  the  authority  of  the  Fathers  as 
infallible  or  trustworthy  guides  in  their  interpretation ;  and  we 
do  this,  not  simply  because  the  general  stress  of  their  language 
is  in  favor  of  the  doctrine  of  Baptismal  Regeneration,  but 
because  they  were  in  no  position  of  advantage  which  entitles 
their  opinions  to  more  weight  than  those  of  eminent  critics  of 
modern  times.  Many  of  them  were  wholly  ignorant  of  the 
Hebrew  tongue.  Augustine  had  but  a  very  partial  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  Greek,  and  the  passion  which  prevailed  in  most  of 
them,  and  even  in  the  most  sober,  to  find  under  the  letter  of 
Scripture  not  merely  the  true  sense  but  a  number  of  mystic 
significations  by  which  the  true  sense  became  confused  and 
obscured,  corrupted  the  opinions  of  the  Church  for  many 
generations,  and  the  corruptions  remain  in  great  part  down 
to  the  present  day.  For  the  eloquence  of  some  of  the  Fathers, 
for  the  subtlety  and  power  with  which  they  unravelled  and 
exposed  the  heresies  which  from  time  to  time  arose  through 
the  influence  of  heathen  philosophy  and  superstition,  we 
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entertain  a  aue  reverence ;  and,  until  sacred  learning  fall  into 
contempt,  some  of  their  works  will  continue  to  claim  the 
study  and  admiration  of  the  Christian  Church.  But  we  must 
not  be  beguiled  into  an  unquestioning  homage  to  their  opinions 
by  the  consideration  of  their  high  antiquitjq  and  their  com¬ 
parative  proximity  to  the  apostolic  age.  Their  antiquity 
makes  them  unexceptionable  witnesses  to  the  opinions  and 
customs  prevalent  in  their  own  times,  but  stamps  no  value 
either  on  their  philosophical  or  theological  faiths.  They  were 
no  nearer  to  the  Scriptures  than  the  Church  of  the  nineteenth 
century,  and  no  nearer  to  that  Holy  Spirit  by  whose  enlighten¬ 
ing  grace  alone  the  truth  which  has  been  outwardly  revealed 
can  be  inwardly  apprehended.  The  Book,  and  the  Lord  of 
the  Book,  are  as  nigh  to  us  as  they  were  to  them,  and  the  true 
principles  of  criticism  which  have  been  developed  and  tested 
within  the  last  half  century,  together  with  the  profound  and 
accurate  knowledge — surpassing  that  of  any  of  the  Fathers — 
which  is  possessed  by  many  European  scholars,  have  exalted 
the  interpretation  of  Scripture  into  a  science — a  name  wholly 
inapplicable  to  the  Hermeneutical  practices  of  the  first  four 
centuries.  And  even  where  the  principles  of  interpretation 
recognized  by  the  Fathers  were  better  than  their  practice, 
they  violated  them  without  scruple  to  meet  controversial 
emergencies,  urging  one  meaning  and  then  another  as  would 
best  suit  their  case.  What  modern  divine  who  cherished  his 
own  reputation  would  with  Hippolytus  make  Isaac  represent 
God,  Rebecca,  the  Holy  Spirit,  Esau,  the  Jewish  nation,  and 
Jacob,  Christ?  or  with  Ambrose  make  the  four  rivers  of 
Paradise  represent  the  four  cardinal  virtues,  and  the  fish 
which  contained  in  its  mouth  the  piece  of  money  the  first 
martyr,  and  the  piece  of  money  Christ  himself?  Or  who  would 
with  Jerome  see  in  the  fish  caught  by  Peter  the  liberation  of 
the  first  Adam  by  the  second  ?  or  with  Augustine  interpret 
Jerusalem,  in  the  parable  of  the  Good  Samaritan,  as  the  city 
of  heavenly  peace  from  which  man  has  fallen,  Jericho  as  the 
moon  signifying  our  mortality,  the  robbers  as  the  devil  and 
his  angels,  the  beast  as  the  flesh  in  which  our  Saviour  was 
incarnate,  the  inn  as  the  church,  the  morrow  as  the  period  of 
the  resurrection,  the  two-pence  as  the  two  precepts  of  char¬ 
ity,  or  the  promise  of  the  present  and  the  future  life? — to  say 
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nothin^  of  those  numberless  extravagant  and  fantastic  inter- 

o  <-> 

pretations  which  fill  the  pages  of  Origen.  A  commentator 
who  should  now  indulge  in  their  license  of  interpretation 
would  forfeit  universal  confidence,  and  we  are  at  a  loss  to 
know  upon  what  principle  the  authority  of  the  early  Fathers  is 
pleaded  on  matters  upon  which  the  moderns  are  better  quali¬ 
fied  to  judge  than  they  were.  It  is,  moreover,  too  often  for¬ 
gotten  that  the  deference  which  since  the  Oxford  Tract  move¬ 
ment  has  been  claimed  for  the  Fathers  as  interpreters  of 
Scripture  is  such  as  they  neither  sought  nor  gave  to  each 
other,  for  though  we  find  Augustine  speaking  of  his  prede¬ 
cessors  with  respect,  he  nowhere  allows  himself  to  be  fettered 
by  their  opinions,  but  on  some  questions  of  considerable 
moment  stands  almost  and  even  wholly  alone.  TV e  venture  to 
doubt  whether  any  Father  prior  to  his  own  age  would  have 
endorsed  his  treatise  on  predestination,  and  we  are  sure  that 
many  of  the  positions  he  has  there  advanced  and  defended 
with  a  pitiless  logic  are  in  demonstrable  contradiction  to  the 
writings  of  earlier  Fathers.  And  what  is  true  of  Augustine  is 
equally  true  of  Ambrose,  his  spiritual  father,  who  upon  one 
of  the  most  important  points  connected  with  the  valid  ad¬ 
ministration  of  Baptism  sets  at  defiance  the  opinion  and  prac¬ 
tice  of  the  whole  Church  for  at  least  three  centuries,  and 
maintains,  that  Baptism  into  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus  is  as 
efficacious  a  formula  as  Baptism  “  into  the  name  of  the  Father, 
of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost/’  Cyprian  denounced  the 
opinion  as  a  heresy  in  his  day,  and  expresses  his  astonishment 
that  any  man  should  hold  the  remission  of  sins  to  be  attain¬ 
able  under  such  a  mutilated  formula.*  Athanasius  declared 
that  the  man  who  was  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Father  only, 
or  of  the  Son  only,  or  of  both,  but  without  the  Holy  Spirit, 
derived  no  benefit  whatever.f  St.  Basil  devotes  a  whole 
chapter  to  the  question,  and  disallows  the  validity  of  any 
Baptism  except  in  the  name  of  the  Trinity.:];  Augustine  asks 
who  is  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no  Christian  Baptism 
if  the  evangelic  words  of  which  the  Creed  consists  are  want- 

*  Cypriani  Opera,  Epist.  ad  Serapion,  tom.  i.  p.  204. 

f  Epist.  ad  Jubaian,  73,  p.  206  $  De  Spiritu  Sancto,  cap.  12. 
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ing  ?*  Theodoret,  Gregory  Nazianzen,  Gregory  Hyssen,  and 
Theophylact  uphold  the  same  views ;  and  Pope  Yigilius 
issues  a  decree  which,  as  being  de  fide ,  and  consequently  in¬ 
fallible,  retrospectively  excommunicates  all  who  have  bap¬ 
tized  in  the  name  of  but  one  person  in  the  Trinity  .f  And  yet 
Ambrose  in  language  the  most  express  claims  the  liberty  of 
disregarding  the  consenting  opinions  of  his  contemporaries 
and  his  predecessors  alike,  and  affirms  that  he  who  is  “  blessed 
in  Christ,  is  blessed  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son, 
and  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  because  the  name  is  one,  and  the  power 
one.”  He  cites  the  fact  that  the  ^Ethiopian  eunuch  was  bap¬ 
tized  in  the  name  of  Christ,  and  yet  obtained  all  the  benefit 
of  the  sacrament.  He  declares  that  to  be  baptized  into  any 
of  the  names  of  the  Trinity,  provided  that  the  Trinity  itself 
is  held,  is  sufficient.^  With  a  fact  like  this  before  us,  which 
exhibits  in  so  striking  a  manner  the  independence  which  each 
Father  claimed  for  himself  as  an  interpreter  of  Scripture,  and 
the  defiance  with  which  he  could  treat  a  general  consensus  of 
both  opinion  and  practice,  we  may  well  wonder  at  that  doating 
and  abject  reverence  for  patristic  authority  of  which  we  have 
seen  so  remarkable  a  revival  in  our  days.  Such  homage  is 
astounding  if  based  on  ignorance  of  the  Fathers,  but  if  based 
on  a  knowledge  of  them  it  is  more  astounding  still. 

In  proceeding  to  discuss  the  doctrine  of  Baptismal  Kegene- 
ration,  we  may  observe  that  the  word  Regeneration,  by  which 
its  Greek  equivalent  TtaXiyysveCia  is  rendered  in  our  author 
ized  version,  occurs  only  twice  in  the  Hew  Testament,  and  its 
meanings  in  these  instances  are  palpably  distinct  from  each 
other.  In  Matthew  xix.  28,  it  cannot  be  interpreted  as  having 
any  allusion  to  Baptism,  or  to  a  new  nature  realized  through 
means  of  this  sacrament,  except  by  a  violence  of  critical 
handling  which  would  deprive  Hermeneutics  of  its  scientific 
character  altogether.  Our  Saviour,  in  reply  to  the  question  of 
Peter  as  to  what  recompense  shall  be  given  hereafter  to  those 
who,  like  him  and  his  fellow-disciples,  have  left  all  to  follow 
their  Lord,  said,  “Ye  which  have  followed  me,  in  the  regenera- 

r 

*  De  Baptismo,  lib.  6,  c.  25. 

]  Yigilius,  Epist.  2,  ad  Eutherum,  c.  6. 

\  Ambrosius,  De  Fpiritu  Sancto,  lib.  i.,  c.  3. 
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tion,  when  the  Son  of  man  shall  sit  upon  the  throne  of  His 
glory,  ye  also  shall  sit  upon  twelve  thrones  judging  the  twelve 
tribes  of  Israel.”  The  connection  of  regeneration  with  the 
words  which  precede  is  now  generally  abandoned  as  untenable 
and  its  reference  to  some  f  uture  event  conceded,  though  with 
considerable  diversity  of  opinion  as  to  what  that  future  event 
may  be.  Some  regard  it  as  alluding  to  the  resurrection  of 
Christ  himself;  others  to  the  general  resurrection  of  the  dead; 
others  to  the  moral  and  spiritual  renovation  which  is  to  be 
effected  in  the  human  race  by  the  power  of  the  Gospel;  others 
to  the  restitution  of  all  things;  others  to  the  day  of  judgment; 
and  others  to  the  happiness  to  be  expected  in  the  life  to  come. 
To  adjudicate  upon  the  claims  of  these  conflicting  interpreta¬ 
tions,  even  were  it  possible,  is  not  necessary  for  our  present 
purpose.  It  is  enough  to  observe  that  no  intimation  of  the 
sacrament  of  Baptism  can  be  discovered  in  the  words  of  our 
Lord. 

The  only  other  instance  in  which  the  word  na^ayysveGia 
occurs  in  the  New  Testament,  is  in  Titus  iii.  5 :  “  Not  by  works 
of  righteousness  which  we  have  done,  but  according  to  His 
mercy  He  hath  saved  us  through  the  washing  of  regeneration 
and  renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost.”  What  is  the  strength  of 
support  yielded  by  this  passage  to  the  doctrine  of  Baptismal 
Regeneration,  we  shall  consider  more  at  large  in  a  subsequent 
part  of  this  essay,  in  which  we  shall  examine  the  arguments  of 
Dr.  Pusey  in  his  renowned  Tract  on  “  Scriptural  Views  of  Holy 
Baptism.”  The  extra- Scriptural  import  of  the  term  is  always 
significant  of  a  great  change,  and  that  uniformly  for  the  better. 
When  Cicero  had  returned  from  exile,  and  became  reinstated  in 
his  former  dignity  and  fortunes,  he  termed  it  a  TCaXiyysveGia. 
By  the  same  term  Josephus  characterizes  the  return  of  the 
Jews  from  Babylon  to  their  native  land ;  and  Philo  describes 
the  condition  of  the  earth  after  the  waters  of  the  deluge  had 
disappeared  as  its  Tta^uyysveGia.  The  one  common  element 
which  is  found  in  all  the  instances  in  which  the  word  occurs, 
whether  in  sacred  or  profane  writers,  is  that  of  an  improved 
condition ,  whether  in  matter,  in  circumstances,  or  in  the  soul. 

Though,  however,  the  compound  term  TtaJkiyyzvzoia  is 
found  only  in  the  two  cited  instances  in  the  New  Testament, 
the  idea  of  regeneration  finds  other  expressions  in  abundance. 
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We  have  the  birth  “of  water  and  of  the  spirit”  (John  hi.  5), 
“the  birth  from  above”  (John  iii.  3),  the  birth  “not  from  cor¬ 
ruptible  seed,  but  from  incorruptible,  even  the  word  of  God” 
(1  Peter  i.  23),  the  birth  “not  of  blood,  nor  of  the  will  of  the 
flesh,  nor  of  the  will  of  man,  but  of  God”  (John  i.  13);  we 
have  the  result  of  the  re-creative  energy  and  grace  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  in  the  “new  man,”  the  “new  creature,”  the  “sons 
of  God”  the  “children  of  God,”  the  “heirs  of  God,”  the  “joint- 
heirs  with  Jesus  Christ;”  we  have  the  outward  develop¬ 
ment  and  authentication  of  this  inward  result  in  “newness 
of  life.”  The  minuter  analysis  of  these  passages,  with  scarcely 
a  word  of  comment,  will  enable  the  reader  to  see  how  far  re¬ 
generation  can  be  truthfully  said  to  be  connected  with  Baptism. 

There  are  two  instances  of  the  employment  of  the  phrase 
“new  creature”  or  “creation”  ( xcuvri  xTiGig'). 

(1)  2  Cor.  v.  17:  “If  any  man  be  in  Christ,  he  is  a  new 
creature.” 

(2)  Galatians  vi.  15:  “For  in  Christ  Jesus,  neither  circum¬ 
cision  availeth  anything,  nor  uncircumcision,  but  a  new  crea¬ 
ture.”  In  neither  of  these  passages  is  there  any  allusion  to 
Baptism,  and  the  latter  by  implication  cautions  us  against 
reliance  on  sacramental  efficacy. 

There  are  two  instances  in  which  the  expression  “new  man” 
(xcuvog  av0pQ7tog)  occurs  in  relation  to  the  Christian. 

(1)  Ephesians  iv.  24:  “And  that  ye  put  on  the  new  man, 
which  is  created  after  God’s  image  in  righteousness  and  true 
holiness.”  And  this  putting  on  of  the  new  man,  so  far  from 
being  a  baptismal  regeneration,  is  enjoined  on  those  who  have 
already  been  baptized,  and  have  been  for  some  time  members 
of  the  body  of  Christ. 

(2)  Colossians  iii.  10:  “And  have  put  on  the  new  man, 
which  is  renewed  in  knowledge  after  the  image  of  Him  that 
created  him.” 

There  are  ten  passages  in  which  the  phrase  translated 
“children  of  God”  occurs,  and  in  not  one  of  these  is  there  any 
allusion  to  Baptism  as  the  means  by  which  the  filial  relation 
is  established  or  manifested  * 

*  Matt.  v.  9  ;  Luke  xx.  36  ;  John  xi.  51,  52;  Romans  yiii.  16  ;  Romans 
viii.  21  ;  Romans  ix.  8 ;  Romans  ix.  26 :  Galat.  iii.  20 ;  1  John  iii.  10 ;  1 
Johny.  2. 
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There  are  six  passages  in  which  the  phrase  rendered  “sons 
of  God”  occurs,  and  in  all  of  them  there  is  the  same  absolute 
silence  concerning  Baptism.* 

There  are  twelve  passages  in  which  the  word  “born''  occurs 
in  manifest  reference  to  spiritual  regeneration,  and  in  only  one 
of  these  is  water  mentioned ;  in  none  of  them  is  Baptism  men¬ 
tioned,  while  the  majority  of  them  are  in  connections  with 
which  the  conception  of  Baptism  is  clearly  incongruous.f 

There  are  five  passages  in  which  the  word  “renewed”  or 
“renewing”  occurs,  and  in  the  last  of  these  alone,  and  in  that 
doubtfully,  does  the  idea  of  Baptism  appear.:]: 

These  words  and  phrases  may  be  justly  considered  as  equiva¬ 
lents  or  correlatives  of  regeneration  as  a  spiritual  change,  and 
yet  the  infrequency  of  their  association  with  Baptism,  either 
as  cause  or  condition,  is  as  we  have  now  stated  it.  The  induc¬ 
tion  we  do  not  pronounce  decisive,  but  it  is  ample,  and  signi¬ 
ficant. 

It  is  now  admitted  on  all  hands  that  the  doctrine  of 
Baptismal  Regeneration  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of 
England ;  but  the  moment  we  come  to  consider  the  definition 
of  the  phrase,  a  variety  of  meanings  emerges — meanings,  too, 
which,  instead  of  being  complementary  of  each  other,  are  recip¬ 
rocally  exclusive  and  contradictory.  It  is  almost  impossible 
to  reduce  them  to  a  classification  which  shall  be  at  once  dis¬ 
tinct  and  exhaustive,  for,  while  the  extremes  are  sufficiently 
contrasted  not  to  be  confounded,  the  intermediate  ones  shade 
off  into  each  other  so  insensibly  as  to  become  somewhat  per¬ 
plexing.  Hence  it  sometimes  happens  that  the  same  writer 
may  be  cited  as  supporting  now  one  and  now  another  theory 
of  Baptismal  Regeneration.  The  following  classification  we 
submit  not  as  absolutely  but  as  approximately  accurate,  and 
we  believe  that  whatever  peculiarities  of  opinion  it  does  not 
expressly  provide  for  will  be  found  to  ally  themselves  virtually 
with  one  or  other  of  these  propositions. 

*  John  i.  12  ;  Romans  viii.  14  ;  Romans  viii.  19  ;  Philip,  ii.  15  ;  1  John 
iii.  1  ;  1  John  iii.  2. 

f  John  i.  13;  John  iii.  5;  John  iii.  6;  John  iii.  7;  John  iii.  8; 
1  Peter  ii.  2  ;  1  John  ii.  4;  1  John  iii.  9  ;  1  John  iv.  7  ;  1  John  y.  1  ; 
1  John  v.  4 ;  1  John  y.  18. 

£  2  Cor.  iv.  16  ;  Ephes.  iv.  23  ;  Col.  iii.  10  ;  Rom.  xii.  2  ;  Titus  iii.  5. 
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I.  Baptismal  Regeneration  denotes  a  change  in  the  outward 
relations  of  the  subject  to  Church  privileges. 

II.  Baptismal  Regeneration  denotes  both  a  change  in  the 
outward  relations  of  the  subject  to  Church  privileges,  and  an 
inward  change  of  nature. 

The  second  form  of  the'  doctrine  assumes  four  varieties 
according  as  the  inward  change  of  nature  is — 

(1)  Occasional  only,  or  (2)  Constant;  and  according  as  the 
continuance  of  the  change  is  either  (3)  Precarious,  or  (4)  Inde¬ 
fectible. 

These  four  subordinate  elements  are  variouslv  combined, 
for  we  find,  for  example,  that  the  same  person  who  maintains 
that  the  inward  change  is  only  an  occasional  accompaniment 
of  Baptism,  holds  it  to  be  absolutely  indestructible  ;  and  the 
same  person  who  maintains  that  the  inward  grace  is  invari¬ 
ably  communicated  in  Baptism,  rightly  administered,  asserts 
that  it  abides  only  where  it  is  cherished  like  a  seed  which 
may  be  nurtured  to  maturity,  or  may  perish  through  neglect. 
The  former  combination  is  represented  by  Goode  and  Mozley, 
and  such  Calvinists  in  the  Church  as  attribute  any  spiritual 
efficacy  whatever  to  the  sacrament  of  Baptism ;  and  the  latter 
is  represented  by  Dr.  Pusey.  Of  this  latter,  again,  there  are 
two  special  varieties  which  we  shall  dismiss  with  a  mention. 
These  relate  to  the  condition  of  such  as  have  lost  the  baptismal 
grace,  which  by  some  is  affirmed  to  be  recoverable,  and  b}r 
others  irrecoverable.  There  are,  therefore,  three  leading  hypo¬ 
theses  touching  the  nature  of  Baptismal  Regeneration — the 
first  teaching  that  its  effects  are  wholly  objective ;  the  second 
teaching  that  they  are  partly  objective  and  partly  subjective , 
the  subjective  being  invariably  produced,  though  precarious 
as  to  their  continuance ;  and  the  third  teaching  that  they 
are  partly  objective  and  partly  subjective,  the  subjective  being 
occasionally  produced,  and  yet  indefeasible. 
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I. 

The  Objective  Theory — that  Baptismal  regeneration 

DENOTES  A  CHANGE  IN  THE  OUTWARD  RELATIONS  OF  THE 

subject  to  Church  privileges. 

One  of  the  most  celebrated  tractates  on  the  subject  of  Bap¬ 
tismal  Regeneration  is  that  of  Waterland,  which  consists  of 
two  sermons  that  were  preached  first  at  Twickenham  and  then 
at  Windsor.  It  is,  in  fact,  an  elaborate  treatise  based  on  the 
words  of  St.  Paul  to  Titus,  “the  washing  of  regeneration  and 
renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost.”  It  presents  to  us  the  views  of 
one  of  the  most  learned  and  accomplished  theologians  of  the 
Church  of  England,  though  it  must  be  confessed  that  they  are 
views  which  have  been  far  from  securing  the  universal  allegi¬ 
ance  of  his  brethren.  ‘  Regeneration ”  he  defines  as  “passively 
considered  but  another  word  for  the  neio  birth  of  a  Christian; 
and  that  new  birth,  in  the  general,  means  a  spiritual  change 
wrought  upon  any  person  by  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  use  of 
Baptism ,  whereby  he  is  translated  from  his  natural  state  in 
Adam  to  a  spiritual  state  in  Christ” * 

“The  name,  or  the  notion,  probably  was  not  altogether  new 
in  our  Lord’s  time;  for  the  Jews  had  been  used  to  admit  con¬ 
verts  from  heathenism  into  the  Jewish  Church  by  a  baptism 
of  their  own,  and  they  called  the  admission  or  reception  of 
such  converts  by  the  name  of  regeneration ,  or  new -birth ,  as 
it  was  somewhat  like  the  bringing  them  into  a  new  world. 
Such  proselytes  were  considered  as  dead  to  their  former  state 
of  darkness,  and  born  anew  to  light,  liberty,  and  privileges 
among  the  children  of  Israel,  and  within  the  Church  of  God. 
The  figure  was  easy,  natural,  and  affecting;  and,  therefore,  our 
Lord  was  pleased  in  His  conference  with  Nicodemus  to  adopt 
the  same  kind  of  language,  applying  it  to  the  case  of  admitting 
converts  both  from  Judaism  and  Paganism  into  Christianity; 
transferring  and  sanctifying  the  rite,  the  figure,  and  the  name 
to  higher  and  holier,  but  still  similar  purposes.”  (p.  341.) 

His  conception  of  the  word  spiritual  we  confess  somewhat 
baffles  us,  for  in  endeavoring  to  establish  a  distinction  between 
regeneration  and  renewal  he  says  that  the  former  is  a  “renewal 

*  Oxford  Edition,  1823,  vol.  yi.  p.  343. 
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of  tlie  spiritual  state”  (p.  349),  and  the  latter  a  renewal  of  the 
“heart  and  mind,”  and  that  so  far  as  a  renewal  of  mind  is 
necessary  to  a  renewal  of  state,  so  far  it  is  a  necessary  in¬ 
gredient  of  the  new  birth,  or  an  internal  part  of  it.”  (p.  354.) 
His  use  of  the  word  “spiritual”  is  neither  scriptural  nor  in 
accordance  with  its  modern  meaning,  and  his  use  of  the  word 
“state”  to  denote  not  the  condition' of  the  man  in  himself,  but 
his  federal  relation  to  certain  external  privileges,  requires  to  be 
marked  by  any  who  would  seek  to  elicit  from  his  treatise  any 
intelligible  and  consistent  theory.  “  Regeneration,”  he  says,  “is 
itself  a  kind  of  renewal ,  but  then  it  is  of  the  spiritual  state 
considered  at  large  ;  whereas  renovation ,  the  other  article  in 
the  t%xt,  seems  to  mean  a  more  particular  kind  of  renewal — 
namely,  of  the  inward  frame  or  disposition  of  the  man,  which 
is  rather  a  capacity  or  qualification  (in  adults)  for  salutary 
regeneration,  than  the  regeneration  itself.”  *  (p.  349.) 

From  these  words  we  are  to  learn  that  in  the  case  of  adults 
renovation  of  the  inward  frame  or  disposition  precedes  in  the 
order  of  time  the  actual  regeneration,  and  sustains  towards  it 
the  relation  of  capacity  or  qualification.  If  we  comprehend 
we  certainly  do  not  approve  either  the  psychology  or  the 
theology  of  our  author.  W e  cannot  conceive  that  frame  or  dis¬ 
position  of  a  man  which  shall  be  a  qualification  for  regenera¬ 
tion,  which  shall  be,  moreover,  as  the  text  affirms,  the  product 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  yet  which  shall  not  be  an  essential 
element  in  the  regeneration  itself.  And  we  cannot  escape  the 
conviction  that  Waterland’s  text  and  exposition  are  at  hope¬ 
less  variance  with  each  other.  His  text  speaks  of  “  the  washing 
of  regeneration,  and  renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost;”  and  if 
these  two  members  of  the  sentence  are  to  be  regarded  as  ex¬ 
pressing  different  though  related  ideas,  and  if  the  order  in> 
which  they  occur  is  to  be  deemed  as  denoting  the  relation, 
in  point  of  time,  between  regeneration  and  renovation ,  then  the 
conclusion  is  pressed  upon  us  irresistibly  that  the  regeneration 
precedes  the  renovation ,  and  that  the  renovation  is  not  a 
capacit}r  or  qualification  for  regeneration,  but  is  consequent 
upon  it.  It  was  concerning  adults  that  the  apostle  was 
writing,  and  adults  too,  we  doubt  not,  who  were  baptized  as 


*  Tlie  italics  in  all  our  citations  from  Y\raterland  are  his  own. 
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such;  and  hence,  if  Waterland  maintain  the  essential  distinc¬ 
tion  between  regeneration  and  renewal,  we  demur  to  the  inver¬ 
sion  which  he  makes  of  the  language  of  St.  Paul,  and  maintain 
that  that  renewal  of  the  Holy  Ghost  which  he  designates  as  a 
“capacity  or  qualification  for  salutary  regeneration”  is  wholly 
destitute  of  Scriptural  support.  A  divine  renovation  of  the 
soul  preparatory  to  regeneration  is  a  figment  to  which  even 
the  great  authority  of  Waterland  can  secure  no  enduring  life. 
Philosophically,  it  resists  all  attempts  to  grasp  it;  and  theo¬ 
logically,  it  does  violence  to  the  explicit  teaching  of  the  Divine 
Word.  If  there  be  any  relation  or  dependence  at  all  between 
“the  washing  of  regeneration”  and  the  “renewing  of  the 
Holv  Ghost,”  if  they  be  not  (as  we  hold  they  are)  constituent 
parts  in  one  Divine  operation,  but  distinct  stages  in  it,  then 
the  washing  of  regeneration  even  in  adults  must,  on  the 
authority  of  this  passage,  precede  “the  renewing  of  the 
Holy  Ghost.” 

In  a  subsequent  part  of  his  treatise  his  language  acquires 
additional  perplexity,  which  renders  it  more  difficult  than  ever 
to  seize  clearly  and  firmly  his  theory  of  Regeneration.  In 
considering  the  case  of  such  as  backslide,  he  says:  “A  third 
case  which  I  promised  to  speak  to  is  that  of  those  who  fall  off 
after  they  have  once  been  savingly  regenerated .  If  any  such 
persons  fall  awag  by  desertion  and  disobedience,  still  their 
baptismal  consecration ,  and  their  covenant  state  consequent, 
abide  and  stand,  but  without  their  saving  effect  for  the  time 
being;  because  without  present  renovation ,  the  new  birth ,  or 
spiritual  life ,  as  to  salutary  purposes,  is,  in  a  manner,  sinking, 
drooping,  ceasing.  Their  regenerate  state,  upon  their  revolt, 
is  no  longer  such,  in  the  full  saving  sense,  wanting  one  of  its 
integral  parts;  like  as  a  ruinated  house  ceases  to  be  an  house 
when  it  has  nothing  left  but  walls.  But  yet  as  an  house,  while 
there  are  ivalls  left,  does  not  need  to  be  rebuilt  from  the  ground, 
but  repaired  only,  in  order  to  become  an  house  again  as  before; 
so  a  person  once  savingly  regenerated ,  and  afterwards  losing  all 
the  salutary  use  of  it,  will  not  want  to  be  regenerated  again, 
or  born  anew,  but  to  be  re-formed  only.  Which  when  done, 
his  regeneration,  before  decayed,  and  as  to  any  saving  effect 
for  the  time  well  nigh  ruinated,  but  never  totally  lost,  becomes 
again  whole  and  entire.”  (pp.  358,  359.) 
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Oar  anxiety  in.  making  observations  upon  this  passage  is  to 
do  no  injustice  to  the  sentiments  of  Dr.  Waterland,  and  our 
difficulty  is  to  ascertain  with  accuracy  what  his  sentiments  are. 
He  has,  unfortunately  for  his  readers,  such  a  propensity  to 
insert  incidental  phrases  of  a  qualifying  character,  that  the 
operation  of  reading  him  is  frequently  like  an  attempt  to  clear 
a  complex  algebraic  equation  of  its  brackets,  and  we  are  left 
wondering  at  the  close  of  a  paragraph  what  is  the  precise 
nature  of  the  truth  he  intends  to  affirm.  For  example,  the 
case  he  is  here  considering  is  that  of  persons  whose  godliness 
is  in  a  state  of  declension,  and  they  are  characterized  as  men 
“  who  have  once  been  savingly  regenerated.”  W e  are  at  a  loss 
to  know  what  he  means  by  a  saving  regeneration.  Is  there  a 
regeneration  which  does  not  save?  and,  if  so,  what  is  it?  and 
how  is  it  produced?  and  in  what  manner  do  the  two  regenera¬ 
tions  differ  from  each  other  so  far  as-  their  effects  are  con¬ 
cerned?  for  it  would  appear  that  even  the  saving  regeneration 
is  one  which  may  not  save.  Our  Saviour  nowhere  intimates 
a  twofold  regeneration — a  regeneration  that  saves,  and  a  re¬ 
generation  that  does  not  save;  and  still  less  does  He  speak 
of  a  saving  regeneration  that  does  not  save.  The  architectural 
allusion  of  Dr.  Waterland  is  singularly  unhappy,  as  it  over¬ 
throws  the  very  position  for  which  it  was  adduced.  The  walls 
and  the  foundation  which  remain  when  all  else  is  decayed 
represent  the  regeneration  which  does  not  require  to  be 
repeated!  But  how  can  they  represent  the  regeneration 
when  we  were  informed  that  the  renewal  of  the  heart,  in  an 
adult,  precedes  regeneration,  and  is  a  capacity  or  qualification 
for  it?  The  very  foundation  of  the  spiritual  house  in  an 
adult  is,  according  to  the  reiterated  declaration  of  Dr.  Water- 
land,  a  renewal  of  heart  and  life.  Regeneration  is  the  super¬ 
structure;  and,  if  his  picture  is  to  illustrate  his  theology,  and 
not  contradict  it,  it  is  the  regeneration  which  is  in  ruins. 

When  Dr.  Waterland  proceeds  to  say  that  u perfect  regene¬ 
ration  is  to  the  spiritual  state  what  perfect  health  is  to  the 
natural,”  he  involves  the  subject  in  still  deeper  and  more 
impenetrable  mystery^  and  assigns  to  regeneration  a  quality 
and  function  which,  in  other  portions  of  his  treatise,  he  has 
reserved  for  renovation.  The  regeneration  which  is  supposed 
by  him  to  be  imparted  in  Baptism  by  the  Holy  Spirit,  is  surely 
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perfect — so  perfect,  at  least,  as  to  be  denominated  saving.  It 
is  an  act  which  he  asserts  is  accomplished  once  for  ever. 
“There  is  no  such  thing  as  a  second  Baptism,  and  it  is  plain 
that  there  call  be  no  such  thing  as  a  second  new  birth,  or 
a  second  regeneration.”  (p.  359.)  This  statement,  therefore, 
plainly  precludes  the  supposition  that  regeneration  is  a  process 
involving  various  stages  of  advancement,  from  the  less  to  the 
more  perfect.  It  is  restricted  to  the  moment  and  act  of  Bap¬ 
tism,  and  must,  if  it  exist  at  all,  be  perfect  from  the  beginning. 
But,  whether  it  be  perfect  or  not,  it  is,  we  are  told,  incapable 
of  repetition;  so  that  if  the  grace  conferred  in  Baptism  be  lost, 
it  is  irrecoverable.  In  the  hands  of  some  of  the  Fathers,  the 
sin  which  follows  Baptism  bars  forever  the  door  of  Heaven; 
and  it  was  chiefly  on  the  ground  of  the  portentous  lieinous- 
ness  of  post-baptismal  sins  that  Tertulian  advocated  delay  in 
the  administration  of  the  sacrament,  and  that  many  of  the 
early  Christians  deferred  it  until  the  close  of  life. 

Dr.  Waterland,  in  another  portion  of  his  treatise,  informs  us 
that  “Regeneration  contains  grants  of  remission,  justification, 
adoption,  covenant  claims  to  life  eternal.”  (p.  362.)  “Reno¬ 
vation  consists  only  of  a  renewal  of  heart  and  mind.”  ( lb .) 
These  definitions  increase  rather  than  remove  the  perplexity 
we  have  already  expressed  in  connection  with  the  “third 
case”  under  review — -that  is,  the  case  of  an  adult  who  has 
been  “savingly  regenerated,”  and  who  prior  to  his  regene¬ 
ration  has  been  renovated.  In  what  manner  then,  we  may 
ask,  do  the  privileges  which  regeneration  is  alleged  to  confer 
— “remission,  justification,  adoption,  covenant  claims  to  life” 
— stand  affected  by  the  declension,  temporary  or  final,  of  the 
person  baptized?  Is  the  remission  recalled — is  the  justifica¬ 
tion  abolished — is  the  adoption  cancelled — are  the  covenant 
claims  to  life  annulled?  If  their  validity  remain  unshaken 
by  this  apostasy,  be  it  transient  or  permanent,  is  it  conceivable 
that  even  a  backslider  who  is  in  possession  of  such  unspeak¬ 
able  blessings  can  fail  to  inherit  the  kingdom  of  Heaven? 
If  the  grace  supposed  to  be  conveyed  in  Baptism  be  irrevo¬ 
cable,  and  includes  such  transcendent  gifts,  we  know  of  no 
higher  qualifications  that  any  child  of  God  can  possibly 
possess,  or  which  can  impart  greater  assurance  to  a  man’s 
salvation.  If  an  apostate  who  has  been  “ savingly  regene - 
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rated 1  can  retain  these  blessings,  we  have  read  the  Scriptures 
in  vain  ;  and,  if  he  cannot  retain  them  while  his  unfaithfulness 
continues,  then  he  has  lost  his  regeneration,  and  requires  to 
have  it  restored  by  the  very  process  of  Baptism  through  which 
he  realized  it  at  first. 

The  question  at  issue  here  is  of  the  gravest  moment,  and 
should  not  be  allowed  to  be  obscured  by  vague  and  indefinite 
expressions.  When  Dr.  Waterland  speaks  of  a  regeneration 
which  has  been  “decayed,”  we  look  at  the  constituent  elements 
of  that  regeneration  which  he  has  himself  so  articulately 
specified,  and  are  constrained  to  ask  of  which  of  these  can  we, 
from  its  very  nature,  predicate  decay  ?  Can  forgiveness  be 
partial?  or  justification  imperfect?  or  adoption  precarious? 
or  covenant  claims  uncertain?  Regeneration,  as  defined  by 
Waterland,  can  be  neither  decadent  nor  incomplete.  It  may 
exist,  or  it  may  not  exist,  but  any  intermediate  predicament 
is  wholly  inconceivable,  and  the  regeneration  which  Baptism 
is  presumed  to  convey  must  either  abide  in  its  fulness  amid 
apostasy  itself— and  then  we  shall  have  a  forgiven,  justified 
apostate  who  has  covenant  claims  to  life  eternal— or  it  must 
be  forfeited  by  such  unfaithfulness.  In  the  former  case  we 
would  ask  what  is  the  future  condition  of  the  man  who  in  his 
backsliding  retains  possession  of  such  ineffable  blessings,  and 
in  the  latter  case  how  can  he  be  reinstated  in  their  enjoyment 
without  the  repetition  of  that  very  act  of  Baptism  which  is 
alleged  to  be  the  ordained  channel  for  their  conveyance? 

But  there  is  one  consideration  which  we  urge  finally  against 
the  treatise  of  Waterland,  and  which,  as  it  seems  to  us,  is 
equally  fatal  to  any  theory  of  Baptismal  Regeneration  erected 
upon  this  passage  in  the  Epistle  to  Titus.  The  'Aovtoov,  how¬ 
ever  it  be  interpreted,  whether  as  “bath,”  or  “ laver,”  or  “  wash- 
ing,”  is  alleged  by  Waterland  to  control  all  the  genitives  in  the 
sentence.  It  is  the  /l ovrpdv  of  regeneration  and  of  renewal : 
of  both  equally.  If  the  man  be  regenerated  through  it,  he 
is  also  renewed  through  it,  for  the  one  /.ovrpov  1  if  it  be  cause 
or  medium  at  all,  is  cause  or  medium  through  which  both  re¬ 
sults  are  accomplished.  There  are  not  two  washings- — one  for 
regeneration,  and  another  for  renewal ;  nor  must  the  two  re¬ 
sults  be  separated  in  point  of  time,  for  nothing  is  affirmed  of 
the  efficacy  of  the  laver  in  one  case  which  is  not  equally 
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affirmed  of  it  in  the  other.  Whatever  elements,  therefore, 
Waterland  includes  in  renewal  as  distinct  from  regeneration, 
do  not  affect  the  conclusion  that  if  the  /l ovrpov  denote  Baptism, 
it  is  through  its  means  that  the  man  is  both  regenerated  and 
renewed;  and  so  far  from  having  expounded  the  text,  he  has 
contradicted  it  by  insisting  that  “a  change  of  heart  and  life” 
must  precede  the  very  haver  by  which  the  apostle  says  it  is 
produced.  In  short,  if  the  laver  of  Baptism  be  meant  by  the 
apostle  at  all,  and  if  he  design  to  teach  in  the  text  its  casual 
or  instrumental  agency,  “a  renewal  of  heart  and  life”  anterior 
to  regeneration  is  an  unwarranted  theological  dogma  which 
is  created  by  the  necessities  of  a  theory,  but  which  lacks  all 
Scriptural  support. 

In  more  recent  times,  the  theory  of  Dr.  Waterland,  with 
some  modifications,  has  been  held,  among  others,  by  Dr.  J.  C. 
Yaughan,  who  devotes  to  it  a  chapter  in  his  small  but  impor¬ 
tant  volume  “On  the  Revision  of  the  Liturgy.”  His  views, 
unlike  those  of  Waterland,  are  stated  with  a  clearness  which 
renders  it  impossible  to  misapprehend  them,  though  it  is 
difficult  to  see  in  what  manner  they  can  be  shown  to  be  an 
adequate  exposition  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Prayer  Book. 
Xothing  can  be  wider  apart  than  his  exposition  and  that  of 
Dr.  Pusey,  which,  in  his  opinion,  gives  such  a  sense  to  the 
word  regenerate  as  “all  must  recoil  from  who  remember  that 
the  Holy  Spirit  is  not  a  thing  but  a  person  ;  not  a  material 
gift  which  may  lie  dormant  in  a  dormant  soul  to  germinate, 
perhaps  years  afterwards,  in  a  period  of  conscious  and  awaken¬ 
ing  reason,  but  a  living  agent  exercising  a  mysterious  but 
real  influence  upon  living  agents,  present,  as  to  any  Scriptural 
use  of  that  term,  only  where  He  is  operative,  felt  in  His  com¬ 
fort,  or  visible  in  His  fruits.”  (p.  36.) 

Bv  Baptismal  Regeneration,  Dr.  Yaughan  means,  and  holds 
his  Church  to  mean,  “that  change  by  which  a  new-born  infant 
is  taken  out  of  the  world  of  nature,  and  transferred  by  an  ordi¬ 
nance  of  Christ's  appointment  into  the  world  of  grace.”  (p.  38.) 
Now,  whatever  be  the  accuracy  of  Dr.  Y aughan’s  conception  of 
the  nature  of  baptism  (and  we  believe  that  he  is  substantially 
correct),  we  cannot  but  regard  his  endeavor  to  harmonize  it 
with  the  teachings  of  his  Church  as  a  signal  failure.  It  is  a 
garment  too  short  and  narrow  to  cover  that  ample  body  of 
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sacramentarianism  which  is  found  both  in  the  baptismal  offices 
and  in  the  Catechism  ;  and  it  is  worthy  of  notice  that  he  has 
not  brought  into  view  those  declarations  of  the  Prayer  Book 
which  are  chiefly  relied  on  by  Dr.  Pusey  and  his  followers, 
and  which  seem  so  stubbornly  to  resist  his  impoverishing  ex¬ 
position.  We  feel  that  those  who  maintain  the  inward  and 
spiritual  results  of  Baptismal  Degeneration  have  fair  ground  of 
complaint  against  him  for  not  having  tested  his  theory  by  those 
declarations  which,  we  are  convinced,  would  break  it  in  pieces. 
The  blessings  supplicated  for  the  child  brought  to  baptism  are 
the  remission  of  sins  b y  spiritual  regeneration,  and  that  he  may 
be  made  an  heir  of  everlasting  salvation  ;  and  the  thanks  ren¬ 
dered,  after  baptism,  acknowledge  that  it  hath  pleased  God  to 
regenerate  this  infant  with  His  Holy  Spirit,  to  receive  him  as 
His  child  by  adoption,  and  to  incorporate  him  into  His  holy 
Church.”  Of  “remission  of  sins”  and  “  spiritual  regeneration” 
we  find  no  mention  whatever  in  the  exposition  of  Dr.  Yaughan, 
and  we  find  no  allusion  to  the  language  in  the  office  for  Private 
Baptism,  which,  so  far  from  restricting  regeneration  to  the  mere 
external  introduction  of  the  child  into  the  visible  Church,  de¬ 
clares  that  “  being  born  in  original  sin,  and  in  the  wrath  of  God, 
he  is  now,  by  the  laver  of  regeneration  in  baptism,  received 
into  the  number  of  the  children  of  God,  and  heirs  of  everlasting 
life.”  The  corporation  of  the  child  into  the  Church,  which 
Dr.  Yaughan  regards  as  the  sum  total  of  the  benefit  conferred 
in  baptism,  is  mentioned  as  but  the  last  in  a  series  which  he  has 
unaccountably  overlooked.  To  the  questions,  Is  the  child’s 
original  sin  forgiven  ?  is  he  delivered  from  the  wrath  of  God  ? 
is  he  spiritually  regenerated  ?  is  he  made  the  child  of  God  by 
adoption,  and  all  in  baptism  ?  Dr.  Vaughan’s  chapter  contains 
no  reply  whatever,  and  yet  these  are  the  very  questions  which 
touch  the  quick  of  the  whole  controversy  between  Dr. Yaughan 
and  his  brethren.  The  prayers  and  thanksgivings  which  the 
Church  offers  are  egregiously  disproportionate  to  the  benefit 
which  he  attributes  to  baptism.  Indeed,  we  see  not  how  any 
prayer  can  be  needed  or  justified  for  the  regeneration  of 
the  child,  if  it  be  no  more  than  its  incorporation  with  the 
Church,  seeing  that  this  union  is  consummated  by  the  sacra¬ 
ment  itself,  independent  of  any  spiritual  bestowment.  We 
agree  with  Dr.  Blakeney  that  if  the  blessing  invoked  upon 
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the  child  is  not  far  higher  than  that  alleged  by  Dr.  Vaughan, 
“ words  have  no  meaning.”  (“The  Book  of  Common  Prayer 
in  its  History  and  Interpretation,”  p.  533.)  It  is  noteworthy 
that  Dr.  Vaughan  denies  the  possibility  of  the  inward  regenera¬ 
tion  of  infants,  and  says,  “If  you  are  bidden  to  believe  that 
a  change  of  heart  has  taken  place  in  a  heart  which  is  inca¬ 
pable  of  all  change,  in  a  little  infant  which  has  as  yet  in 
exercise  no  affections,  passions,  principles,  or  powers  of  judg¬ 
ment,  refuse  there  also,  refuse  resolutely  to  be  imposed  upon 
by  names  and  forms;  adhere  firmly  to  those  dictates  alike  of 
conscience  and  of  Scripture  which  teach  you  that  the  Holy 
Spirit  is  a  living  person,  and  that,  like  the  wind  to  which  our 
Lord  compares  Ilis  operation,  though  tliou  canst  not' tell  whence 
it  cometh ,  nor  whither  it  rjoetli ,  yet  at  least  thou  liearest  the  sound 
thereof ,  and  judgest  of  its  presence  or  absence  by  its  manifes¬ 
tations  and  effects.”  (p.  37.) 

Another  modification  of  this  objective  doctrine  of  Baptismal 
Regeneration  was  propounded  by  the  late  lamented  F.  W. 
Robertson,  of  Brighton,  whose  early  death  deprived  the 
Church  of  England  of  one  of  her  most  illustrious  sons.  Ilis 
two  sermons  on  Baptism  are  remarkable  on  several  accounts. 
They  reveal  the  intensity  of  that  struggle  which,  on  this 
question,  as  on  many  others,  he  endured  for  several  years, 
and  by  which  he  was  driven  backwards  and  forwards,  now 
towards  scepticism,  and  then  towards  the  traditional  faith  of 
his  Church.  They  are  full  of  fervent  passion,  which  betrays 
him  unconsciously  into  misrepresentation  both  of  the  theories 
he  so  vigorously  repudiates,  and  of  that  which,  though  mis¬ 
takenly,  he  supposes  his  Church  to  hold  in  common  with  him¬ 
self.  There  is  nothing  more  extraordinary  in  the  life  of  this 
great  man  than  the  delusion  which  possessed  him  that  he  was 
defending  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England  when  he  was 
inflicting  upon  it  a  succession  of  fatal  wounds. 

He  assumes  as  the  foundation  of  his  theology,  and  we  be¬ 
lieve  rightly,  that  all  men  are  from  their  very  birth  the  chil¬ 
dren  of  God.  He  then  proceeds  to  affirm  that  Baptism  “  does 
not  make  the  fact  of  sonship,  but  only  reveals  it.”*  (p.  63.) 
The  infant  is  taught,  on  the  other  hand,  by  his  Catechism  to 


*  Sermons,  Second  Series. 
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say  that  in  bis  baptism  he  was  made  a  member  of  Christ,  the 
child  of  God,  and  an  inheritor  of  the  kingdom  of  Heaven.” 
Mr.  Eobertson  expresses  it  as  his  opinion  that  “original  sin 
must  be  a  trifling  thing  if  a  little  water  and  a  few  human 
words  can  do  away  with  it — a  trifling  thing,  if,  after  it  is  done 
away,  there  is  no  distinguishable  difference  between  the  bap¬ 
tized  and  the  unbaptized.  If  the  unbaptized  Quaker  is  just 
as  likely  to  exhibit  the  fruits  of  goodness  as  the  baptized  son 
of  the  Church  of  England,  we  have  got  out  of  the  land  of 
reality  into  the  domain  of  figments  and  speculations.  A  fic¬ 
titious  guilt  is  done  away  with  by  a  fictitious  pardon,  neither 
the  appearance  nor  the  disappearance  being  visible.”  (p.  73.) 

His  Church,  on  the  other  hand,  certifies  that  the  child 
“born  in  original  sin,  and  in  the  wrath  of  God,  is  now  by  the 
layer  of  regeneration  in  baptism  received  into  the  number  of 
the  children  of  God.” 

Mr.  Eobertson  says,  “The  superstitious  mother  of  the  upper 
classes  baptizes  her  child  in  all  haste,  because  though  she  does 
not  precisely  know  what  the  mystic  effect  of  baptism  is,  she 
thinks  it  best  to  be  on  the  safer  side,  least  her  child  should 
die  and  its  eternity  should  be  decided  by  the  omission.”  (p.  72.) 

On  the  other  hand,  his  Church  not  only  proclaims  that 
we  become  children  of  God  by  baptism,  but  denies  Christian 
burial  to  all  who  are  unbaptized,  and  by  expressing  its  un¬ 
doubting  confidence  in  the  salvation  of  all  baptized  children 
only  who  die  in  infancy,  it  leaves  the  rest  in  an  ominous  con¬ 
dition  of  uncertainty,  because  they  are  not,  in  Mr.  Eobertson’s 
striking  and  withering  phrase,  “guarded  from  God  by  a  cere¬ 
mony.” 

Mr.  Eobertson  says,  “We  look  to  the  Bible  to  corroborate 
this.  In  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  Cornelius  is  baptized.  On 
what  grounds? — to  manufacture  him  into  a  child  of  God  ?  or 
because  he  was  the  child  of  God?  Did  his  baptism  create  the 
fact?  or  was  the  fact  prior  to  his  baptism,  and  the  ground  on 
which  his  baptism  was  valid?”  (p.  79.) 

On  the  other  hand,  if  we  look  not  to  the  Bible,  but  to  the 
Prayer  Book,  the  legalized  guide  to  which  alone  Mr.  Eobert¬ 
son’s  deference  was  due  in  all  matters  of  doctrine,  we  shall 
find,  in  its  Office  of  Baptism  for  such  as  Cornelius,  being  of 
riper  }'ears,  that  it  addresses  them  as  those  who  have  “now 
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by  baptism  put  on  Christ,'7  and  urges  them,  seeing  that  they 
11  have  been  made  the  children  of  God  and  of  the  light ,  by  faith 
in  Jesus  Christ  to  walk  answerably  to  their  Christian  calling." 
The  theology  of  the  baptismal  offices  and  of  the  Catechism  is 
wholly  irreconcilable  with  the  assumption  that  all  men  are 
children  of  Cod  anterior  to  baptism,  and  the  very  position  of 
the  Lord’s  prayer  in  the  services  which  the  Church  has  pre¬ 
scribed  shows  that  she  is  at  one  with  the  Churches  of  ChrjT- 
sostom  and  Augustine  in  maintaining  that  the  invocation 
“  Our  Father77  must  not  ordinarily  be  employed  except  after 
the  sacrament  which  has  changed  a  child  of  wrath  into  a 
child  of  grace. 

In  his  twenty-ninth  letter,  which  was  written  to  the  present 
Archbishop  of  Dublin,  he  denominates  the  sacramentarian 
tenets  of  the  Bishop  of  Exeter  on  the  baptismal  question  as 
“incantation,  and  not  Christainity,”  confessing,  however,  that 
they  have  been  held  by  a  large  number  of  the  Church's  lead¬ 
ing  divines,  though  he  trusts  that  “he  would  lose  anything 
on  earth  rather  than  teach  them  or  believe  them.”  (. Life  of 
Robertson,  vol.  ii.  pp.  69,  70.) 

We  have  no  doubt  that  Mr.  Robertson  was  perfectly  honest 
in  his  heroic  conviction,  and  that  martyrdom  would  have  had 
no  terror  to  him  compared  with  that  of  avowing  a  creed  which 
his  conscience  reprobated ;  but  none  the  less  confidently  do 
we  assert  that  his  peculiar  interpretation  of  the  baptismal  offices 
was  never  admitted,  nor  even  conceived,  in  any  previous  age 
of  the  Church,  and  could  never  be  adopted  so  long  as  the 
function  of  language  is  the  expression  of  truth,  and  not  its 
concealment  or  perversion. 


II. 

The  Objective  and  Subjective  Theory,  which  represents 

THE  INTERNAL  EFFECTS  OF  BAPTISM  WHEN  RIGHTLY  ADMINIS¬ 
TERED  AS  INVARIABLY  PRODUCED,  THOUGH  PRECARIOUS  AS 
TO  THEIR  CONTINUANCE. 

Of  this  view  Dr.  Pusey  is  the  most  eminent  modern  repre¬ 
sentative,  and  our  observations  will  be  confined  almost  ex¬ 
clusively  to  him.  The  following  citations  from  the  fourth 
and  enlarged  edition  of  his  tract  on  Baptism  will  enable  the 
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reader  to  form  a  sufficiently  accurate  notion  of  his  tenets  on 
the  question  before  us. 

“  Degeneration  is  the  gift  of  God,  bestowed  by  Him  in  this 
life,  in  baptism  only.”  (p.  42.) 

“  Our  blessed  Saviour’s  words  refuse  to  be  bound  down  to 
any  mere  outward  change  of  state,  or  circumstances,  or  rela¬ 
tion,  however  glorious  the  privileges  of  that  new  condition 
may  be.”  (pp.  42,  43.) 

“  As  the  one  birth  is  real,  so  must  the  other  be;  the  agents 
truly  are  different,  and  so  also  is  the  character  of  life  pro¬ 
duced  by  each.  In  the  one  case,  physical  agents,  and  so 
physical  life,  desires,  powers;  and  since  from  a  corrupted 
author,  powers  weakened  and  corrupted ;  in  the  other,  the 
Holy  Spirit  of  God,  and  so  spiritual  life,  strength,  faculties, 
energies ; 'still  in  either  case  a  real  existence,  and  to  the 
Christain  a  new,  real,  though  not  merely  physical  beginning 
• — an  existence  real,  though  invisible — and  though  worked 
by  an  unseen  agent,  yet  (when  not  stifled)  felt  in  its  effects, 
like  the  energy  of  the  viewless  winds.”  (p.  44.) 

“But  a  commencement  of  life  in  Christ  after  baptism,  a 
death  unto  sin,  and  a  new  birth  unto  righteousness  at  any 
other  period  than  of  that  one  introduction  into  God’s  cove¬ 
nant,  is  as  little  consonant  with  the  general  representations  of 
Holy  Scripture  as  a  commencement  of  physical  life  long  alter 
our  natural  birth,  is  with  the  order  of  His  providence.” 

(p.  28.) 

The  terms  in  which  Dr.  Pusey  writes  are  definite  and  strong. 
He  seems  to  have  diligently  searched  for  forms  of  expression 
which  shall  set  forth  the  inward  results  of  Baptism  in  the  most 
striking  fashion.  It  is  not  the  surface  of  the  soul  that  is 
touched.  The  changes  it  works  are  unlike  every  other  change. 
Bepentance  is  important,  but  it  is  more  radical  than  repent¬ 
ance.  It  surpasses  “  faith  and  life,  and  love,” — includes  them 
all,  and  far  more.  (p.  47.)  It  produces  new  desires  and  affec¬ 
tions.  The  regeneration  which  baptism  conveys  becomes  thus 
an  active  energy  in  the  child  which  impels  the  soul  Godward  ; 
and  it  is  further  a  divine  product  which  becomes  historically 
bound  up  with  the  ordinance  of  Baptism  so  stringently  and 
indissolubly  that  it  is  as  natural  to  expect  “  physical  life”  to 
begin  after  our  “  natural  birth”  as  regeneration  after  the  ad- 
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ministration  of  this  Christian  rite.  If  regeneration,  therefore, 
be  necessary  to  salvation,  and  it  is  imparted  in  Baptism,  and 
at  no  other  time,  and  in  no  other  manner,  then  it  is  clear  that 
Dr.  Pusey  shuts  the  door  of  heaven  against  all  who  have  not 
received  the  baptismal  rite,  or,  at  best,  consigns  them  to  the 
unrevealed  and  uncovenanted  mercies  of  God.  When  we  see 
the  fearful  extent  over  which  the  result  of  such  a  theory 
spreads,  and  the  multitudes  whose  eternal  prospects  it  puts  in 
jeopardy;  and  when,  moreover,  we  see  that  not  a  few  among 
these  multitudes  have  been  men  illustrious  for  faith,  devout¬ 
ness,  purity,  beneficence,  charity,  heroic  defence  of  truth  and 
freedom,  unselfishness,  love  for  their  Saviour,  and  for  the 
race  whom  He  came  to  redeem,  we  more  than  suspect  the 
divinity  of  a  dogma  fraught  with  such  consequences  as  this 
inevitably  carries  with  it.  And  it  would  require  very  explicit 
teaching  on  the  part  of  Christ  and  His  apostles,  teaching  di¬ 
rect,  and  as  far  as  possible  unfigurative,  harmonizing,  too, 
most  palpably  with  the  whole  scheme  of  evangelical  truth,  to 
warrant  us  in  accepting  a  sacramentarian  theory  which,  in 
addition  to  its  violation  of  charity,  is  in  marked  collision  with 
the  facts  observable  in  society  around  us.  Such  teaching, 
however,  Dr.  Pusey  alleges  that  we  have,  and  we  now  pro¬ 
ceed  to  consider  it. 

The  first  instance  is  supplied  in  the  conversation  of  our 
Lord  with  Nicodemus,  and  is  regarded  as  so  firm  a  pillar  of  the 
doctrine  of  Baptismal  Eegeneration  as  held  by  Dr.  Pusey,  that 
he  says,  “I  would  gladly  rest  the  whole  question  on  this  one 
consideration.”  (p.  41.)  “  Except  a  man  be  born  again  he  can¬ 

not  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  God.”  (John  iii.  5.) 

This  language  is  unquestionably  most  express.  It  proclaims 
as  clearly  as  words  can  proclaim  anything  that  a  birth  other 
than  the  natural  is  needed  for  entrance  into  the  kingdom  of 
God  ;  and  that  this  birth  is  “of  water  and  the  spirit.”  These 
are  the  words,  but  we  have  now  to  do  with  their  interpretation. 
While  we  do  not  deny  that  the  Patristic  testimony  in  favor  of 
their  allusion  to  Baptism,  and  to  Eegeneration  by  its  means, 
is  practically  unanimous,  it  is  but  fair  to  record  the  fact  that 
Baptism  itself  is  not  explicitly  mentioned  in  the  words  of  our 
Lord  to  Hicodemus,  and  that  it  only  finds  its  place  in  them 
by  interpretation.  The  word  water  occurs  and  it  may  mean 
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the  water  of  Baptism,  but  this  is  an  inference,  and  must  not 
be  urged  without  reason  as  an  undoubted  and  exclusive 
equivalent  to  Baptism.  The  employment  in  Scripture  of  the 
emblem  of  water,  aloof  altogether  from  the  ordinance  of 
Baptism,  is  a  circumstance  which  assuredly  can  scarcely 
admit  of  question.  When  God  said  to  His  ancient  Church 
by  the  mouth  of  His  prophet  Ezekiel,  “  When  I  entered  into 
covenant  with  thee,  and  thou  becamest  mine,  then  washed  I 
thee  with  water,”  are  we  to  imagine  that  Israel  was  sacramen¬ 
tally  regenerated  ?  And  when  David  in  his  penitential  Psalm 
cries  piteously  to  God,  “  Wash  me,  and  I  shall  be  whiter  than 
snow,”  is  not  his  allusion  plainly  to  the  purifying  power  of 
water?  But  where  lay  the  defilement  from  which  he  sought 
to  be  freed?  Was  it  not  in  his  soul?  Did  he  not  supplicate 
a  “  clean  heart”  and  a  “right  spirit”  ?  And  these  were  to  be 
created  within  him  by  that  washing  which  would  leave  him 
“whiter  than  snow,”  and  by  that  purging  with  hyssop  which 
would  make  him  clean.  But  who  supposes  that  David  in¬ 
vested  the  water  on  the  branch  of  hyssop  with  any  regenera¬ 
tive  virtue,  or  that  he  thought  of  either  as  being  more  than 
material  symbols  of  that  deep  spiritual  renewal  which  he 
supplicates  with  so  much  energy  and  pathos  of  the  Holy  Spirit? 
Would  Dr.  Pusey  accept  the  reasoning  of  one  who,  because 
the  Psalmist  in  one  and  the  same  sentence  sa}\s,  “Purge  me 
with  hyssop,  and  I  shall  be  clean,”  should  maintain  that  the 
ritual  operation  described  in  the  former  part  of  the  sentence 
was  productive  of  the  spiritual  effect  declared  in  the  latter? 
And  yet  the  inference  would  not  be  one  whit  more  precarious 
and  unwarranted  than  that  by  which  he  infers,  not  only  that 
by  the  water  of  which  our  Lord  speaks,  He  means  Baptism , 
but  that  He  teaches  that  it  is  the  sacramental  condition  and 
medium  through  which  is  realized  the  birth  of  the  Holy 
Spirit.  Will  it  be  said  that  in  our  Lord’s  words  there  is  on 
the  one  hand  a  material  substance,  and  on  the  other  a  high 
spiritual  effect  ? — we  reply  that  the  same  combination  is  found 
in  the  words' of  the  Psalmist.  We  have  a  material  substance 
— hyssop;  and  we  have  a  high  spiritual  effect,  “cleansing,” 
and  that  too  of  the  soul,  for  the  body  plays  no  part  in  this 
inspired  wail  which  has  been  the  chosen  vehicle  of  penitential 
sorrow  and  aspiration  in  all  ages  of  the  Church.  It  requires 
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no  ingenuity,  but  simply  the  application  of  Dr.  Pusey’s  own 
principle  of  interpretation,  to  ground  upon  the  words  of  the 
Psalmist  a  doctrine  of  sacramental  efficacy  which  shall  teach 
that  the  glorious  blessing  of  spiritual  purification  ensues  on 
‘‘being  purged  with  hyssop.”  The  nexus  between  the  out¬ 
ward  ceremony  and  the  inward  effect  is  as  strict  in  David’s 
words  as  in  those  of  our  Lord  to  Nicodemus.  It  is  even  more 
so,  for  while  our  Saviour  does  not  affirm  that  whosoever  is 
“born  of  water”  will  be  “born  of  the  spirit,”  the  Psalmist 
distinctly  declares  that  if  “purged  with  hyssop”  he  would 
“  be  clean.”  If  it  be  thought  that  the  parallelism  of  these  pas¬ 
sages  can  be  disturbed  by  alleging  that  the  words  of  David 
are  palpably  figurative,  it  will  then  remain  to  be  shown  that 
there  is  no  figure  in  the  language  of  our  Lord  to  Nicodemus, 
and  this  too  in  the  face  of  the  fact  declared  in  Scripture,  and 
admitted  by  all,  that  the  teaching  of  our  Saviour  wras  para¬ 
bolic  in  its  character,  and  was  manifestly  tropical  in  its 
coloring,  even  where  the  ordinary  form  of  parable  was  not 
employed. 

But  the  figurative  use  of  the  word  “ ivcite r”  as  denoting  the 
spiritual  agency  through  which  cleansing  is  accomplished,  is 
seen  in  the  language  of  the  New  Testament  as  well  as  in  that 
of  the  Old.  In  the  Epistle  to  the  Ephesians,  v.  25.  26,  the 
apostle  exhorts  “husbands  to  love  their  wives  as  Christ  loved 
His  Church,  and  gave  Himself  for  it;  that  He  might  sanctify 
it  and  cleanse  it  with  the  washing  of  wrater  by  the  word.”  The 
washing  of  water  by  which  this  transcendent  beauty  and  per¬ 
fectness  of  the  Church  is  produced  is  said  to  be  “by  the  word,” 
and  presents  the  same  truth  as  that  which  our  Lord  embodied 
in  His  prayer  for  His  disciples:  “  Sanctify  them  through  Thy 
truth  ;  Thy  word  is  truth.” 

And  yet  even  this  passage  is  pressed  into  service,  as  an  ally 
of  sacramentarianism,  by  Dr.  Pusey,  through  a  restricted  inter¬ 
pretation  of  the  expression  p/iycx-Tt  (the  word),  which  he  alleges 
to  be  the  word  of  consecration,  or  the  baptismal  formula, 
(p.  198.)  He  denies  that  pgua  is  used  to  set  forth  the  reve¬ 
lation  of  Cod  in  general,  and  cites  in  support  of  his  opinion 
“the  authority  of  the  ancient  Church.”  We  demur  to  his 
opinion,  and  its  supporting  authority,  and  this  on  evidence 
superior  to  both.  Nothing  can  be  more  conclusive  on  this 
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point  than  the  language  of  St.  Peter  in  his  first  Epistle  (i.  22 
—25),  in  which  he  speaks  of  those  to  whom  he  writes  as 
having  purified  their  souls  through  obeying  the  truth  (T r{g 
d^yjOsiag)1  as  having  been  born  again  of  the  word  of  God 
( \6yov ),  and  as  having  the  word  (p^a)  of  God  which  abideth 
for  ever  preached  as  gospel  (§vayye?a<jd£v)  to  them.  Can  Dr. 
Pusey  seriously  imagine  that  the  pri[ia  here  is  not  the  gospel 
system  of  truth,  but  only  some  “command”  or  “promise”? 
So  far  from  pr^ua  denoting  the  baptismal  formula,  the  apostle 
does  not  use  it  in  the  very  sentence  in  which  it  might  have 
yielded  some  argumentative  support  to  Dr.  Pusey — that  is, 
where  he  says  “being  born  again,  not  of  corruptible  seed,  but 
of  incorruptible,  even  the  word  of  God,  which  liveth  and 
abideth  for  ever.”  It  is  not  but  \6yog,  which  is  said 

here  to  be  the  incorruptible  seed,  in  harmony  with  our  Saviour’s 
language,  in  which  He  tells  us  that  the  seed  of  the  sower  was 
the  word  ( oXoyog )  of  God.  The  mistake,  therefore,  into  which 
Dr.  Pusey  has  fallen  is  twofold,  for  not  only  is  prlfia  not  re¬ 
stricted  to  some  “command”  or  “promise,”  or  a  “specific  reve¬ 
lation,”  but  it  is  not  the  expression  which  denotes  the 
baptismal  formula,  even  if  St.  Peter  were  imagined  to  have 
the  remotest  reference  to  the  sacrament  in  this  passage 

But  another  clear  refutation  of  Dr.  Pusey’s  position  re¬ 
specting  the  meaning  of  the  word  py\[ia  is  supplied  in  Ephe¬ 
sians  vi.  17 :  “and  take  the  helmet  of  salvation,  which  is  the 
word  (pyj^a)  of  God,”  an  expression  which  cannot  be  con¬ 
founded  with  the  baptismal  formula,  but  must  refer  to  that 
word  of  God  “which  is  quick  and  powerful,  sharper  than  any 
two-edged  sword.”  That  this  is  its  meaning  according  to  St. 
Chrysostom  the  Doctor  will  find  by  referring  to  the  Father’s 
comments  upon  the  passage,  in  which  he  makes  no  allusion 
to  the  baptismal  formula,  but  expressly  identifies  it  with  the 
oracles  of  God.  And,  further,  the  same  Father,  in  inter¬ 
preting  the  expression  in  Hebrews  vi.  4,  “And  have  tasted 
of  the  good  word  of  God”  {pnga  Oeov)  does  not  connect  it  with 
the  baptismal  formula,  but  makes  it  refer  to  teaching  or  doctrine 
(jtriv  hihatixodkiav)* 

These  considerations  justify  us  in  hesitating  to  defer  to  Dr. 

*  Clirys.  Op.  Edit.  Front.  Ducaeus,  vol.  iv.  p.  782. 
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Pusey’s  judgment,  either  on  the  “peculiarity  of  Scripture 
language,”  or  on  “the  authority  of  the  ancient  Church,”  both 
of  which  he  has  here  so  unadvisedly  invoked  in  support  of  a 
strained  and  fantastic  interpretation.  Indeed,  we  are  com¬ 
pelled  to  add,  in  general,  with  regard  to  his  method  of  citing 
the  Fathers,  that  nothing  can  be  less  satisfactory,  for  while 
in  no  instance  have  we  found  him  imputing  to  any  of  them  a 
sentiment  which  is  not  in  their  works,  he  once  and  again 
ignores  other  and  inconsistent  sentiments  which  fully  counter¬ 
poise  those  which  he  adduces.* 

(2.)  From  the  question  which  our  Saviour  asked,  as  if  in 
astonishment  at  the  ignorance  of  Nicodemus,  “Art  thou  a 
master  in  Israel,  and  knowest  not  these  things?”  we  may 
derive  some  help  towards  the  interpretation  of  the  words 
now  under  consideration.  What  were  the  things  which  it 
was  somewhat  discreditable  in  a  master  in  Israel  not  to  know? 
Clearly,  those  things  of  which  Christ  had  just  spoken  touch¬ 
ing  the  necessity  for  the  new  birth.  A  master  in  Israel 
should  have  known,  and  that  too  as  a  member  of  the  Jewish 
Church,  who  was  presumably  educated  in  the  truths  already 
revealed,  that  a  man  “  must  be  born  again,” — “  must  be  born 
of  water  and  the  Spirit,” — that  “  that  which  is  born  of  the 
flesh  is  flesh,  and  that  that  which  is  born  of  the  Spirit  is 
spirit.”  The  truths  embodied  in  these  words  were  not  surely 
new  on  that  night  when  Nicodemus  held  this  thrilling  inter¬ 
view  with  his  Lord.  They  were  not  meant  to  be  disclosures 
of  spiritual  verities  hitherto  unknown.  The  whole  emphasis 
of  our  Saviour’s  wondering  question  would  be  lost  unless  He 
had  been  recapitulating  to  the  thoughtful  ruler  truths  that 
found  a  place  in  the  Jewish  economy  itself.  “  That  which 
had  been  born  of  the  flesh had  alwavs  been  “flesh :”  and 
that  which  had  been  u  born  of  the  Spirit,”  had  always  been 

*  On  Ephesians  vi.  17,  see  Meyer,  p.  276.  Dieses  Schwerdt  ist  das 
Wort  Gottes,  das  Evangelium  dessen  inhalt  der  Geist  dem  Bewusstsein 
des  Christen  lebendig  yerinittelt,  damit  dieser  dnrch  die  gottliche  Kraft  des 
Evangel  (Rom.  i.  10)  sich  gegen  die  Angriffe  der  teuflischen  Gewalten, 
vertheidige  und  sie  iiberwinde,  wie  der  Krieger  mit  dem  Schwerdt  den 
Feind  abwehr4,i.  2  berwindet. 

On  1  Petrt  und  eu25,  Meyer  observes,  in  direct  opposition  to  the  opinion 
of  Dr.  Pnsey,  to  to  tva'/ysuoOsv.  Umschreibung  des  Evangelium. 
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“  spirit.”  And  both  species  of  births,  the  higher  as  well  as 
the  lower,  together  with  the  necessity  for  the  higher,  are 
treated  as  acknowledged  realities,  not  merely  in  the  Christian 
dispensation,  but  in  that  which  it  had  come  partly  to  fulfil,  and 
partly  to  supersede.  4n.d  whether  ISTicodemus  knew  the 
purport  of  our  Saviour’s  language  or  not,  its  force  is  not  in 
the  least  diminished  by  his  ignorance,  as  the  implication  still 
remains,  that  as  a  Jew  he  ought  to  have  been  too  well  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  need  of  regeneration  to  require  the  instruc¬ 
tion  which  he  had  now  received  from  the  lips  of  Christ. 
That  spiritual  regeneration,  then,  or,  in  other  words,  the 
birth  from  above,  dvcjQsv,  was  a  truth  not  first  brought  to  light 
by  the  incarnate  Word,  but  a  fact  in  the  experience  of  Jews 
in  ancient  days,  is  an  inference  deducible,  as  we  think,  with¬ 
out  any  illicit  strain,  from  the  words  of  Jesus.  “  The  new 
heart,”  ‘‘the  right  spirit,”  “the  clean  heart,”  “the  heart  of 
flesh,”  in  contradistinction  to  “  a  heart  of  stone,”  are  as  much 
insisted  on  in  one  form  or  another  in  the  Psalms,  and  some 
of  the  Prophets,  as  they  are  in  the  New  Testament;  and  the 
source  of  these  in  God  is  as  clearly  recognized.  Moreover, 
the  expression  of  our  Saviour,  “except  a  man  be  born  again,” 
iav  firi  Teg,  cannot  without  stronger  reasons  than  we  have  yet 
seen  be  confined  to  any  dispensational  arrangement,  but  is  so 
universal  in  its  sweep  as  to  include  all  men  whatsoever. 
There  is  a  kingdom  of  Heaven  on  the  one  hand,  and  there  is 
a  spiritual  fitness  to  “see  it,”  or  “to  enter  it,”  on  the  other; 
and  that  fitness  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  been  first  possi¬ 
ble  and  necessary  after  the  day  of  Pentecost  unless  we  are 
prepared  to  affirm  either  that  the  kingdom  of  God  had  no 
existence  until  then,  or  that  neither  patriarch  nor  prophet 
had  ever  entered  it.  That  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob  are  in 
the  kingdom  of  Pleaven  is  not  a  matter  of  inference,  but  of 
explicit  teaching  on  the  part  of  our  Lord  Himself.  They 
have  not  only  seen  it  as  from  afar,  but  have  entered  it,  and 
are  seated  there  as  the  nucleus  of  a  goodly  company  that 
“  shall  come  from  the  East  and  the  West.”  Either  then  they 
have  reached  the  kingdom  without  regeneration,  because 
without  baptism,  as  Sacramentarians  in  the  face  of  their  own 
exposition  must  maintain,  or  they  have  obtained  a  regenera¬ 
tion  which  is  independent  of  baptism.  If  the  former,  then 
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there  is  a  salvation  without  regeneration;  if  the  latter,  then 
there  is  a  regeneration  without  baptism. 

(3.)  Another  consideration,  which  of  itself  is  fatal  to  the 
doctrine  now  under  discussion,  is  supplied  by  the  fact  that, 
according  to  the  theory  of  the  Sacramentarians,  the  baptism 
which  could  regenerate  was  inaugurated  only  on  the  day  of 
Pentecost,  when,  as  they  allege,  the  water  first  became  divinely 
imbued  with  its  mystic  power.  The  baptism  which  was  ad¬ 
ministered  by  John,  and  that  which  was  administered  by  the 
apostles  of  our  Lord  prior  to  the  day  of  Pentecost,  were  desti¬ 
tute  of  any  saving  energy,  and  therefore  at  the  time  when 
Nicodemus,  urged  by  a  deep  sense  of  his  spiritual  necessities, 
sought  this  interview  with  the  Teacher  come  from  God,  no 
baptism  unto  life  was  known.  The  mere  statement  of  such  a 
position  should  be  its  own  refutation,  for  it  implies  that,  how¬ 
ever  earnest  might  be  the  desire  of  Nicodemus  to  inherit  the 
kingdom  of  God,  the  door  at  that  time  was  not  yet  opened, 
and  that  he  must  wait  amid  all  the  uncertainties  which  hung 
around  his  life,  as  they  hang  around  the  life  of  every  man, 
until  the  waters  of  baptism  should  be  endowed  with  their  re¬ 
newing  power.  In  what  manner  can  this  be  reconciled  with  • 
the  exhortations  of  our  Lord  “to  seek  first  the  kingdom  of 
God  and  His  righteousness”?  Or,  how  should  we  vindicate 
the  candor  of  Him  who  “did  no  sin,”  and  in  “  whose  mouth 
was  found  no  guile,”  if  He  urged  as  a  matter  of  supreme 
moment  the  seeking  of  a  kingdom  which  did  not  exist,  and 
which  therefore  no  passionateness  of  quest  could  find  until  the 
miraculous  effusion  of  the  Holy  Spirit?  Our  Lord  assuredly 
spoke  on  the  mountain-side  to  the  multitudes  of  a  present 
necessity,  and  a  present  and  accessible  blessing.  But  present 
and  accessible  it  was  not,  if  the  entrance  into  the  kingdom 
depended  on  a  regeneration  effected  in  baptism,  and  if  the 
baptism  which  was  to  exert  this  marvellous  power  was  not 
to  be  instituted  for  some  time  to  come.  This  theory  of  the 
Anglicans,  moreover,  seems  to  imperil  the  salvation  of  the 
apostles  who  were  appointed  during  our  Saviour’s  personal 
ministry,  and  to  nullify  their  claims.  For,  on  the  supposition 
that  they  had  been  baptized,  still  their  baptism,  having  taken 
place  prior  to  the  day  of  Pentecost,  could  not  have  imparted 
to  them  that  spiritual  nature  which,  according  to  The  High 
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Anglican  and  Romish  theory,  became  possible  only  after  the 
effusion  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  But  error  always  prepares  en¬ 
tanglements  for  the  feet  of  its  supporters.  It  does  so  here ; 
for,  while  it  should  follow  from  the  dogma  we  are  now  examin¬ 
ing  that  all  baptisms  that  preceded  the  ascension  of  onr  Lord 
lacked  the  regenerative  grace,  and  therefore  the  essential  quali¬ 
fication  for  admission  into  the  kingdom  of  God,  it  is  never¬ 
theless  recorded  that  “even  publicans  and  harlots  were  enter¬ 
ing  the  kingdom,”  that  “the  kingdom  of  Heaven  was  suffering 
violence,  and  that  the  violent  were  taking  it  by  force;”  in 
other  words,  that  they  were  either  becoming  the  subjects  of 
the  kingdom  without  the  new  birth,  or  else  were  obtaining 
the  new  birth  without  that  baptism  to  which  is  attributed  the 
exclusive  virtue  of  conveying  it. 

(4.)  It  deserves  consideration  that  in  founding  the  doctrine  of 

Baptismal  Regeneration  upon  the  words  of  our  Lord  to  Nico- 

demus,  Dr.  Pusey  has  not  merely  interpreted  the  word  water 

as  meaning  baptism,  but  he  has  assumed  that  a  connection 

subsists  between  the  birth  of  water  and  of  the  spirit,  which 

is  certainly  not  declared  in  the  words  themselves.  Let  it  be 

conceded  that  the  water  denotes  baptism.  We  have  then  the 

doctrine  that  except  a  man  be  born  of  baptism  and  of  the  Holy 

Spirit  he  cannot  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  Heaven.  Here 

two  conditions  are  affirmed  to  be  essential  to  salvation  ;  and 

this  is  all.  No  dependence  of  the  one  condition  on  the  other 

is  predicated.  They  are  simply  essential,  but  neither  the  one 

nor  the  other  is  affirmed  to  be  either  cause  or  effect.  It  is  not 

• 

hinted  that  they  take  place  at  the  same  moment.  It  is  not 
alleged  that  he  who  is  born  of  water  will  also  be  born  of  the 
Spirit;  nor  that  he  who  is  born  of  the  Spirit  must  as  a  condition 
be  born  of  water.  Two  circumstances  may  be  co-essential  in 
order  to  the  attainment  of  a  certain  end,  and  yet  be  wholly 
independent  of  each  other.  It  may  be  true  that  except  a  man 
be  strong  both  in  body  and  in  mind  he  cannot  realize  the 
highest  enjoyment  in  life,  but  it  certainly  will  not  follow  that 
vigor  in  one  will  necessarily  produce  vigor  in  the  other. 
And,  in  firmly  but  respectfully  protesting  against  the  inter¬ 
pretation  which  introduces  a  strictness  of  relation  and  depen¬ 
dence  into  the  two  elements  mentioned  by  our  Lord  which 
they  do  not  possess,  we  are  supported  by  facts  of  the  most 
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conclusive  character,  drawn  from  the  history  of  the  early 
Church. 

We  have,  in  the  first  place,  the  case  of  baptism  without  its 
being  accompanied  by  the  gilt  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  For  when 
Philip  the  Deacon  was  preaching  to  the  Samaritans  “the 
things  concerning  the  kingdom  of  God,  and  the  name  of 
Jesus  Christ,  they  were  baptized,  both  men  and  women.” 
And  it  was  not  till  some  time  afterwards  that  the  apostles, 
having  heard  of  the  success  which  had  attended  Philip’s 
labors,  sent  Peter  and  John,  who,  on  their  arrival,  prayed 
for  them  that  they  might  receive  the  Holy  Spirit;  and  the 
outward  symbol  that  was  employed  in  the  bestowment  of 
this  heavenly  gift  was,  not  baptism,  but  the  laying  on  of 
hands.  The  baptism  they  had  received  was  Pentecostal;  it 
■was  also  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  but  it  failed  to  con¬ 
vey  the  Holy  Spirit. 

W e  have,  in  the  second  place,  an  instance  of  divorce  between 
the  act  of  baptism  and  the  impartation  of  the  Spirit  of  an 
exactly  opposite  kind,  in  which  baptism  did  not  precede  but 
follow  that  bestowment.  For  while  the  apostle  was  preaching 
to  Cornelius  and  his  company,  the  Holy  Ghost  fell  on  them 
that  heard  the  word,  and  fell  too  with  such  demonstrations  of 
nis  presence  that  they  of  the  circumcision  were  astonished 
“because  that  on  the  Gentiles  also  was  poured  out  the  gift  of 
the  Holy  Ghost."  And  it  was  then  that  Peter  said,  “Can  any 
man  forbid  water  that  these  should  not  be  baptized  who  have 
received  the  Holy  Ghost  as  well  as  we?  and  that  he  com¬ 
manded  them  to  be  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Lord.”  If, 
therefore,  we  have,  in  the  first  instance,  baptism  preceding 
the  gift  of  the  Holy  Spirit  by  an  interval  too  long  to  admit  of 
the  supposition  that  there  was  any  connection  between  them; 
and  if,  in  the  second,  we  have  the  gift  of  the  Spirit  preceding 
baptism,  and  that  too  by  an  interval  equally  significant,  it  is 
clear  that  the  interpretation  which  assumes  the  contempora¬ 
neousness  of  regeneration  wdth  baptism,  and  still  more  its 
causal  dependence  upon  it,  is  rebuked  by  the  most  unambigu¬ 
ous  records  of  the  earlv  Church.  A  connection  cannot  be 
necessary  which  sometimes  does  not  exist,  and  one  thing 
cannot  be  the  uniform  cause  or  condition  of  another,  if  it 

sometimes  precedes  and  sometimes  follows  it,  and  if  (which  is 
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more  important  still)  it  sometimes  neither  precedes  nor  follows 
it ;  for  the  thief  on  the  cross  was  baptized  neither  before  his  con¬ 
version  nor  after  it,  or,  if  he  were,  there  is  no  trace  of  it  in  the 
Evangelic  narratives.  This  malefactor,  whose  conversion 
anticipated  his  death  but  a  few  moments,  has  been  a  sore  and 
perplexing  problem  to  all  the  maintainers  of  Baptismal  Regene¬ 
ration  from  the  days  of  Cyprian  downwards.  The  certainty 
of  the  future  blessedness,  assured  by  the  lips  of  Him  who  had 
the  keys  of  Hades  and  of  death,  seemed  so  seriously  to  jeo¬ 
pardize  the  claims  of  baptism  to  be  the  one  indispensable  key 
to  the  kingdom,  that  various  expedients  have  been  devised 
to  give  the  repenting  thief  the  benefit  of  that  ordinance. 
Cyprian  reckoned  him  amongst  the  martyrs  by  a  curious 
enlargement  of  the  conception  of  martyrdom,  and  declared 
him  to  be  baptized  in  his  own  blood,  a  species  of  regeneration 
invented  by  the  Fathers,  without  one  atom  of  inspired  au¬ 
thority.  Augustine  seems  to  have  reached  no  fixed  opinion; 
as  in  his  treatise  on  Baptism  against  the  Donatists,  he  sup¬ 
poses  the  thief  was  not  baptized  ;*  and,  in  his  treatise  “  On  the 
Soul  and  its  Origin, ”f  he  claims  the  liberty  of  holding  that 
there  might  fall  upon  him  drops  from  the  wounded  side  of  our 
Saviour;  or,  failing  this  explanation,  he  assumes  that  he  was 
baptized  before  his  conviction  and  imprisonment.  To  such 
perverse  ingenuity  were  these  Fathers  reduced  for  the  purpose 
of  supporting  their  extreme  hypothesis  of  the  indispensable¬ 
ness  of  baptism  to  salvation. 

In  confirmation  of  the  reasoning  contained  in  this  fourth 
consideration,  we  may  cite  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Mozley,  him¬ 
self  a  believer  in  the  doctrine  of  Baptismal  Regeneration,  but 
who  denounces  as  worthless  the  very  pillar  on  which  Dr. 
Tusey  is  willing  to  rest  the  whole  weight  of  the  doctrine! 
The  singular  identity  of  thought,  and  almost  of  expression, 
between  what  follows  and  what  we  have  just  advanced,  ren¬ 
ders  it  necessary  to  say  that  our  reply  to  Dr.  Pusey  was 
finished  before  Mr.  Mozley’s  book  came  to  hand. 

“Great  stress,”  he  says,  “has  been  laid  in  the  baptismal  con¬ 
troversy,  on  our  Lord’s  conversation  with  Nicodemus ;  and  the 

*  August  Opera.,  Editio.  Bened.,  Paris,  1835,  vol.  ix.  p.  244. 

f  lb.,  vol.  x.  p.  700. 
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text  ‘Except  a  man  be  born  of  water,  and  of  the  Spirit,  he 
cannot  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  God,’  is  often  quoted  to  prove 
the  literal  conveyance  of  regeneration  in  baptism.  But,  if  per¬ 
sons  would  attend  to  the  simple  construction  of  this  sentence 
and  to  the  statement  made  in  it,  instead  of  going  off  upon  one 
phrase,  ‘born  of  water  and  the  Spirit,’  they  would  see  that 
this  text  does  not  assert  anything  of  the  kind  which  they  think 
it  does.  For  this  text  does  not  say  that  every  one  who  is  born 
of  water  is  born  of  the  Spirit,  but  that  those  who  are  born 
of  water,  and  are  born  of  the  Spirit  shall  enter  into  the  king¬ 
dom  of  God,  or  have  what  is  necessarv  for  the  entrance.  This 
latter  statement  is  a  totally  different  one  from  the  former,  and 
does  not  the  least  imply  or  contain  it.  It  asserts  two  condi¬ 
tions  for  entering  into  the  kingdom  of  God;  but  it  does  not 
say  that  a  person  who  has  fulfilled  one  of  these  conditions  has 
fulfilled  the  other.  There  is  one  condition  said  to  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  this  purpose,  viz.,  ‘being  born  of  water,’ — that  is, 
being  baptized;  and  so  far  as  this  text  asserts  this  condition 
it  simply  asserts  what  all  parties  agree  in,  that  baptism  is  gene¬ 
rally  necessary  for  salvation.*  There  is  another  condition 
pronounced  to  be  necessary,  viz.,  ‘being  born  of  the  Spirit,’ — 

and  that  also  is  universallv  admitted.  Then  what  does  this 

«/ 

text  assert,  but  what  all  parties  agree  in,  viz.,  the  necessity  of 
regeneration,  and  the  necessity  (by  all  interpreted  to  be  only 
general)  of  baptism?  Thus  much  is  clear  from  the  simple  con¬ 
struction  of  the  sentence.  But  take,  in  addition,  the  meaning 
of  ‘being  born  of  the  Spirit,’  and  ‘being  born  again,’  and  an¬ 
other  reason  will  appear,  and  that  an  irresistible  one,  why  this 

*  If  “water,”  in  John  iii.  5,  means  Baptism ,,  we  have  no  more  right  to 
say  that  it  is  “  generally'' ’  necessary  to  salvation  than  to  say  that  the  birth 
of  the  Spirit  is  generally  necessary  to  salvation.  It  must  be  absolutely  and 
always  necessary,  since  the  affirmation  of  Christ  is  the  same  concerning 
both  ( if  taken  as  two  separate  things). 

Note  that  the  word  “  generally,”  where  it  occurs  in  the  Catechism,  is  not 
equivalent  to — “inmost  instances;"  but  it  means  in  a  general  way  T' 
just  as  it  may  be  said  that  other  duties  are  “generally  necessary  to  salva¬ 
tion,”  i.  e.,  as  acts  of  Christian  obedience  ;  which  if  knowingly  and  wil¬ 
fully  refused,  such  refusal  shows  that  the  parties  refusing  cannot  be  in  a 
state  of  salvation,  not  that  those  acts  are  the  instrumental  cause  of  salvation. 
This  has  been  proved  beyond  dispute  to  have  been  the  sense  in  which  the 
word  “  generally”  was  used  in  the  Catechism.  Ed. 
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text  cannot  be  interpreted  to  signify  that  whoever  is  baptized 
is  born  of  the  Spirit,  and  born  again.  For  ‘being  born  again/ 
and  ‘being  born  of  the  Spirit/  involve  in  their  Scriptural 
meaning,  as  I  have  shown,  actual  holiness  and  goodness,  and 
not  merely  the  capacity  for  them ;  and  all  the  baptized  are 
not  holy  and  good  persons.”* 

And  we  find  Dr.  C.  J.  Vaughan,  while  admitting  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  another  interpretation,  holding  that  the  “  water”  is 
emblematic.  “This  regeneration,”  he  says,  “is  described  as 
effected  by  water ,  and  by  the  Spirit.  Even  as  elsewhere  the 
work  of  Christ  on  the  human  soul  is  described  as  a  baptism 
with  the  Holy  Ghost ,  and  with  fire ;  that  is,  with  the  Holy 
Ghost  in  the  character  as  of  fire,  burning  up  corruption,  and 
kindling  the  soul  with  a  new  energy  of  life  and  light;”  so  here 
the  same  work  is  described  as  “  a  regeneration  with  water,  and 
with  the  Spirit;  with  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  character  of  cleans¬ 
ing  and  purifying  water,  washing  the  soul  from  its  defilements 
and  refreshing  it  as  with  a  cool  and  invigorating  stream. 
With  the  Holy  Ghost  and  with  fire  is  the  one  figure;  with  water 
and  with  the  Spirit  is  the  other.  And  I  know  not  that  we  need 
see  in  the  original  address  to  Hicodemus  anything  of  a  more 
formal  and  ritual  character.  I  know  not  that  the  words  would 
convey  to  his  mind  more  than  this  idea  of  an  impressive  and 
appropriate  figure.  If  so,  the  expression  there  employed,  and 
the  appointed  sign  of  water  in  baptism,  will  become  two  co¬ 
ordinate  testimonies,  the  one  by  word,  the  other  by  act,  of 
the  same  great  necessity  of  an  inward  and  spiritual  cleansing. 
Just  as  the  discourse  in  the  6th  chapter  of  St.  John’s  Gospel, 
upon  the  living  bread  from  heaven,  and  the  appointed  sign 
of  the  broken  bread  in  the  ordinance  of  the  Lord’s  Supper, 
express,  the  one  in  word,  and  the  other  in  act,  the  same 
spiritual  truth — the  necessity  that  our  souls  should  be  sus¬ 
tained  in  life,  by  receiving  into  them  daily,  by  faith,  the  very 
presence  of  their  Saviour  Christ.”! 

Another  passage  which  Dr.  Pusey  regards  as  affording 
scarcely  less  support  to  the  doctrine  of  Baptismal  Degene¬ 
ration  than  that  we  have  just  considered,  is  Titus  iii.  5:  “Hot 

*  Mozley  on  Baptismal  Regeneration,  preface,  p.  xxxv. 

f  Revision  of  the  Liturgy,  by  C.  J.  Vaughan,  D.D.,  pp.  31,  32. 
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by  works  of  righteousness  which  we  have  done,  but  accord¬ 
ing  to  His  mercy  He  hath  saved  us,  by  the  washing  of  re¬ 
generation,  and  renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost.” 

Apart  altogether  from  the  bearing  of  this  passage  on  the 
question  of  Baptismal  Begeneration,  its  very  structure  presents 
such  difficulties  as  to  have  divided  the  critical  world.  Hr. 
Pusey,  for  example,  considers  that  the  washing  or  laver  extends 
both  to  the  regeneration  and  renewing,  and  accordingly 
translates  the  passage  “by  the  washing  of  regeneration  and 
of  renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost.”  Dean  Alford,  on  the  other 
hand,  alleges  that  the  great  formal  objection  to  this  is  “the  de¬ 
struction  of  the  balance  of  the  sentence,  in  which  TtaXiyyevsGLaq 
would  be  one  genitive,  and  avaxaivcodeog  7tvevpaTog  ayiov 
the  other.  The  far  greater  contextual  objection  is  that  thus 
the  whole  from  7ta?ayyeveGiag  to  ayiov  would  be  included 
under  XonTpofi,  and  baptism  made  not  only  the  seal  of  the 
new  birth,  but  the  sacrament  of  progressive  sanctification.”* 
Accordingly,  he  would  render  the  passage  “by  the  laver 
of  regeneration,  and  by  ( hia  being  understood)  the  renewal 
of  the  Holy  Spirit.”  The  learned  commentator  understands 
the  first  member  of  the  sentence  to  refer  to  baptism,  but  with 
such  explanations  of  his  views  touching  the  nature  of  the 
ordinance,  that  between  our  position  and  his  there  is  scarcely 
the  breadth  of  a  hair.  “It  is  not,”  he  says,  “the  mere  out¬ 
ward  act  or  fact  of  baptism  to  which  we  attach  such  high 
and  glorious  epithets,  but  that  complete  baptism  by  water 
and  the  Holy  Ghost,  whereof  the  first  cleansing  by  water  is 
indeed  the  ordinary  sign  and  seal,  but  whereof  the  glorious 
indwelling  Spirit  of  God  is  the  only  efficient  cause  and  con¬ 
tinuous  agent.  Baptismal  Begeneration  is  the  distinguishing 
doctrine  of  the  new  covenant  (Matt.  iii.  2);  but  let  us  take 
care  that  we  know  and  bear  in  mind  what  baptism  means ;  not 
the  mere  ecclesiastical  act  among  God’s  professing  people, 
but  that  completed  by  the  Divine  act,  manifested  by  the 
operation  of  the  Holy  Ghost  in  the  heart  and  through  the 
life.” 

If  the  allusion  be  to  baptism  at  all  as  an  outward  rite,  it 
is  to  baptism  viewed  as  an  emblem  of  that  inward  spiritual 


*  Alford’s  Greek  Test.,  vol.  iii.  p.  899. 
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purification  which  is  accomplishad  in  the  soul  by  the  Holy 
Spirit,  and  which,  so  far  from  being  the  product  of  “the 
layer,”  is  not  seen  in  one  out  of  a  hundred  of  those  who  have 
submitted  to  the  ordinance. 

If  we  accept  the  rendering  of  Dr  Pusey,  which  makes  the 
genitives  rtaXiyysvsaiag  and  avaxcuvchaeug  depend  on  the 
layer,  /lourpo^,  then  the  apostle  teaches  us  that  the  layer 
through  which  we  are  saved  is  one  which  issues  in  regeneration 
and  renewal:  and,  as  these  denote  moral  and  spiritual  results 
which  must  be  seen  in  the  outward  life,  we  conclude  that  no 
man  can  have  been  saved  by  that  laver  on  whom  the  fruits 
of  godliness  are  not  found. 

Upon  the  two  passages  just  considered — the  language  of 
our  Lord  to  Nicodemus,  and  the  language  of  Paul  to  Titus, 
Dr.  Pusey  mainly  builds  his  doctrine  of  Baptismal  Regenera¬ 
tion.  To  others,  however,  he  attaches  considerable  weight, 
and  at  some  of  these  we  propose  briefly  to  glance.  He  cites, 
for  example,  the  words  of  St.  Peter  in  his  first  epistle  (chap, 
iii.  21):  “The  like  figure  whereunto  baptism  doth  also  now 
save  us  (not  the  putting  away  the  filth  of  the  flesh,  but  the 
answer  of  a  good  conscience  toward  God)  by  the  resurrection 
of  Jesus  Christ.” 

We  confess  our  inability  to  see  the  support  which  this 
passage  can  yield  to  the  doctrine  of  Baptismal  Regeneration. 
The  figure  is  marked  by  considerable  obscurity,  whatever 
view  be  taken  of  the  ritual  teaching  of  the  passage,  and 
yet  there  is  no  lack  of  explicitness  as  to  the  sort  of  baptism 
to  which  the  apostle  refers.  It  is  a  baptism  which  saves,  and 
because  it  is  a  baptism  that  saves,  St.  Peter  sharply  marks  it 
off’  by  a  negation  from  a  baptism  which  does  not  save,  because 
consisting  only  “in  putting  away  the  filth  of  the  flesh.”  It  is 
not  this  exterior  ablution,  but  it  is  the  answer  of  a  good  con¬ 
science  toward  God.”  The  salvation  then  is  not  a  baptism, 
nor  is  it  the  consequence  of  a  baptism,  which  is  merely  out¬ 
ward;  and  we  can  scarcely  conceive  of  the  apostle  selecting 
language  which  could  be  better  fitted  to  preclude  the  doctrine 
of  Baptismal  Regeneration.  The  ceremonial  and  the  moral, 
so  far  from  being  brought  together  as  being  respectively  cause 
and  consequence,  are  opposed  to  each  other,  or,  if  not  opposed, 
the  ceremonial  is  dismissed  from  the  view  of  the  apostle 
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and  his  readers,  that  the  moral  may  stand  more  vividly 
before  them.  The  apostle  is,  in  fact,  comparing  with  each 
other  two  salvations  —  one,  that  of  the  eight  who  were 
preserved  in  the  ark  by  the  power  of  God  amid  the  waters 
of  the  deluge ;  and  another,  that  of  all  who  are  saved  by  a 
spiritual  baptism,  which  does  not  consist  in  the  cleansing  of 
the  body,  but  of  the  soul.  As  the  ark  which  Noah  pre¬ 
pared  was  the  means  of  saving  those  whom  the  Lord  shut  in, 
so  in  the  gospel  economy  spiritual  baptism,  which  renovates 
the  heart,  is  an  ark,  the  true  antitype,  by  which  believers  are 
saved  from  the  perils  of  sin.  If  the  thought  of  baptism  by 
water  were  in  his  mind  at  all,  it  was  that  he  might  keep  it  in 
its  subordinate  position  as  an  emblem  of  that  glorious  cleans¬ 
ing  which  purifies  the  soul.  If  the  baptism  with  water  were 
the  constituted  antecedent  and  medium  of  spiritual  regenera¬ 
tion,  the  careful  and  admonitory  distinction  which  he  here 
makes  would  be  superfluous,  for  where  there  was  the  former 
there  would  be  also  the  latter,  and  it  would  be  useless  to 
warn  against  the  shadow  if  the  substance  were  invariably 
connected  with  it 

Considerable  stress  is  laid  by  Dr.  Pusey  on  the  words  (Mark 
xvi.  16),  “He  that  believeth  and  is  baptized  shall  be  saved, 
and  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned.” 

We  do  not  press  the  consideration,  which  however  it  is 
but  right  to  mention,  that  this  verse  did  not  proceed  from  the 
pen  of  St.  Mark.  The  utmost  extent  to  which  any  fair  in¬ 
terpretation  of  the  words  can  go  is  to  elicit  from  them  the 
teaching  that  faith  and  baptism  are  both  essential  to  salvation  ; 
and  the  degree  of  essentiality  attached  to  baptism  is,  we  hold, 
exactly  the  same  as  that  attached  to  confession  with  the 
mouth  in  the  language  of  the  apostle  Paul :  “  If  thou  shalt 
confess  with  thy  mouth  the  Lord  Jesus,  and  believe  in  thy 
heart  that  God  hath  raised  Him  from  the  dead,  thou  shalt  be 
saved.”  Salvation  is  here  connected  as  a  result  with  two 
conditions — one  inward,  faith ;  the  other  outward,  confession 
with  the  mouth ;  but  surely  confession  with  the  mouth  will 
not  be  esteemed  by  any  a  saving  or  regenerating  operation. 
The  confession  of  the  Lord  Jesus  is  the  outward  affirmation 
of  what  is  in  the  heart  in  the  shape  of  faith,  and  would  be 
delusion  or  hypocrisy  if  there  were  not  in  the  heart  the  faith 
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which  it  formally  avows.  In  the  interpretation  of  the  Scrip¬ 
tures  it  is  well  that  a  due  regard  be  paid  to  the  general  stress 
of  its  teaching,  as  there  is  scarcely  one  heresy  which  cannot 
find  in  some  individual  passage  or  other  a  plausible  support. 
Arianism  pleads  as  decisive  the  phrase  “  The  firstborn  of 
every  creature.”  Socinianism,  “  There  is  one  God,  and  one 
mediator  between  God  and  men,  the  man  Christ  Jesus.”  A 
fatalistic  Calvinism  rings  out  the  loud  monotone  (disregardful 
of  truths  which  supply  a  harmony),  “  Hath  not  the  potter 
power  over  the  clay  of  the  same  lamp  to  make  one  vessel 
unto  honor,  and  another  unto  dishonor  ?”  Salvation  by 
works  shelters  itself  under  the  words  of  St.  James.  Mate¬ 
rialism  reminds  us  of  the  language  of  Job :  “  Man  dieth  and 
wasteth  away ;  yea,  man  givetli  up  the  ghost,  and  where  is 
he  ?”  And  even  absolute  scepticism  cites  the  preacher  :  “All 
things  come  alike  to  all,  there  is  one  event  to  the  righteous 
and  to  the  wicked.”  In  the  language  of  the  New  Testament, 
taken  as  a  whole,  there  is  what  according  to  the  language  of 
Mathematics  we  may  denominate  the  constant,  and  there  is 
also  the  variable.  The  constant  is  faith.  The  variable 
element  sometimes  appears  in  the  shape  of  confession,  some¬ 
times  of  baptism,  and  in  the  great  majority  of  instances  it 
does  not  appear  at  all.  To  assert  the  absolute  essentiality  of 
that  which  is  variable,  and  frequently  absent  altogether,  and, 
what  is  more,  to  insist  that  it  possesses  the  same  kind  of 
indispensableness  as  that  which  attaches  to  the  constant,  is  to 
adopt  a  canon  of  Hermeneutics  which,  happily  for  the  credit 
of  our  theological  science,  has  never  yet  been  accounted 
legitimate  or  safe.  That  the  constant  in  the  conditions  of 

c 

our  salvation  is  faith  will  scarcely  be  doubted.  The  jailor 
was  assured  that  he  would  be  saved  by  faith.  “Being  justi¬ 
fied  by  faith,  we  have  peace  with  God  through  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ.”  “  By  grace  are  ye  saved  through  faith.” 
“Whosoever  believeth  on  Him  shall  not  perish,  but  have 
everlasting  life.”  To  cite  all  the  passages  in  which  faith 
alone  sustains  the  function  of  appropriating  and  securing 
salvation  would  be  to  incorporate  in  this  essay  a  considerable 
portion  of  the  New  Testament;  but  instances  in  which 
baptism  by  water  alone  saves  us  we  have  found  none. 
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III. 

The  Objective  and  Subjective  Theory,  which  represents 

THE  INTERNAL  EFFECTS  OF  BAPTISM  WHEN  RIGHTLY  AD¬ 
MINISTERED  AS  OCCASIONALLY  PRODUCED,  BUT  AS  PERMA¬ 
NENT  IN  THEIR  CONTINUANCE. 

"We  come  next  to  consider  a  view  of  Baptismal  Regenera- 
tion  which  is  widely  contrasted  with  the  one  which  has  just 
passed  under  review.  Its  most  able  expounder  in  modern 
times  is  the  Rev.  J.  B.  Mozley,  whose  works  on  Predestina¬ 
tion,  and  Baptismal  Regeneration,  and  Miracles,  whatever  be 
the  extent  of  our  concurrence  with  the  views  which  they 
contain,  must  ever  occupy  a  high  place  in  the  literature  to 
which  they  belong.  The  benefits  of  baptism  he  holds  to  be 
both  objective  and  subjective,  but  the  subjective  benefits,  he 
maintains,  are  in  reality  only  occasional.  While,  however, 
they  are  only  occasional,  they  are  absolutely  indestructible, 
and  secure  the  final  salvation  of  the  soul.  In  other  words, 
the  truly  regenerated  are  the  elect  or  predestinated  alone,  all 
others  of  the  baptized  being  regenerated  only  on  the  princi¬ 
ple  of  a  “ high  supposition” — a  principle  which,  whether  valid 
or  not,  has  provoked  more  indignant  denunciation  from  the 
High  Sacramentarian  party  in  the  Church  of  England  than 
any  other.  It  is  regarded  as  a  theory  which  imports  preca¬ 
riousness  into  what  the  Church  meant  to  be  certain,  hypothe¬ 
sis  into  what  the  Church  meant  to  be  assured  and  unexcep¬ 
tionable  declaration.  Mr.  Keble,  in  his  sermons  on  the 
Baptismal  Offices,  published  under  the  eye  of  Dr.  Pusey,  has 
found  his  usual  placidity  greatly  disturbed  by  the  apparition 
of  this  high  supposition  device,  and  by  every  kindred  theory 
which  seems  to  qualify  in  any  wise  the  confident  and  uncon¬ 
ditional  assurances  of  the  baptismal  offices.  He  recurs  to 
such  emasculating  expositions  once  and  again,  but  delivers 
himself  most  warmly  in  his  thirtieth  sermon,  when  treating 
of  the  “thanksgiving  after  baptism.”  These  are  his  words: 
“Instead  of  saying  1  we  hope ,’  we  say  positively  ‘ it  is  regene¬ 
rate we  say  it  concerning  every  child;  no  distinction  is 
made  between  this  and  that  one.  Why  should  we  say  it,  if 
we  are  not  to  believe  it  ?  Surelv  the  Church  meant  us  all  to 
believe  it,  and  if  we  will  be  true  churchmen,  we  must  believe 
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it.  I  say  it  over  and  over  again,  and  I  wish  you  to  take 
notice  of  it,  and  always  to  remember  it,  that  over  every  child, 
without  exception,  immediately  after  it  has  been  baptized, 
the  priest  is  desired  to  say,  ‘This  child  is  regenerate,’  not,  ‘it 
may  be,’  or  ‘  we  hope  it  is,’  but  plainly  and  distinctly  ‘  it  is.’ 
Supposing  any  person  should  come  up  at  the  same  moment 
and  say,  ‘  Perhaps  it  is  not  so ;  we  cannot  tell ;  we  can  only 
hope  it  is  so,’  would  you  not  say  that  that  person  contradicts 
the  Prayer  Book  ?  Surely  the  matter  is  so  plain  that  no  one 
can  help  perceiving  it  unless  he  chooses  to  be  blind,  and  we 
ought  to  be  very  thankful  that  the  matter  is  so  plain  ;  for, 
unhappily,  there  are  too  many  who  for  various  reasons  wish 
to  make  it  out  that  we  need  not  believe  all  infants  to  be 
regenerated  in  baptism.  .  .  .  And  to  make  it,  if  possible,  still 
more  distinct,  observe  what  we  are  directed  to  sav  when  a 
child  is  brought  to  church  that  has  been  christened  at  home. 
The  priest  takes  it  also  in  his  arms,  and  makes  the  sign  of 
the  cross  in  the  regular  form  ;  but,  when  he  invites  the  people 
to  give  thanks,  instead  of  saying,  ‘  This  child  is  regenerate,’ 
he  says,  ‘  This  child  is  by  baptism  regenerate,’  not  by  the 
prayers  of  its  friends  and  sponsors,  nor  by  some  unknown 
gift  before  baptism,  but  by  baptism  itself.  What  can  be 
plainer  ?”* 

The  imputation  here  cast  upon  those  who  adopt  the  hypo¬ 
thetical  rendering  of  the  language  of  the  Prayer  Book, is  by 
no  means  in  harmony  with  the  generally  tender  and  gentle 
spirit  of  the  author  of  the  “Christian  Year,”  but  it  evinces 
the  intensity  of  his  conviction  that  the  language  of  his 
Church  was  meant  to  be  taken  without  qualification.  The 
regeneration  of  the  child  is  here  scrupulously  dissociated 
both  from  pre-venient  grace,  and  from  the  pleadings  of  friends, 
and  traced  exclusively  to  the  baptism  itself.  The  poles  are 
not  wider  from  each  other  than  the  views  represented  by  Mr. 
Keble  and  Mr.  Mozlej",  and  yet  the  latter,  so  far  from  allow¬ 
ing  that  “  he  chooses  to  be  blind,”  vigorously  upholds  his 
interpretation  of  the  Prayer  Book  not  only  as  allowable,  or 
as  consistent,  or  as  adequate,  but  as  that  which  was  intended 
by  its  compilers.  The  weight  of  the  primd  facia  evidence 


*  Pp.  274,  275. 
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is  strongly  against  him ;  and  yet,  as  his  views  are  entitled  to 
a  hearing,  we  now  proceed  as  briefly  as  possible  to  present 
them.  This  task  is  the  less  difficult  as  Mr.  Mozley  has  not 
allowed  his  views  to  be  gathered,  and  that  doubtfully,  from 
his  elaborate  treatise,  but  lias  formulated  them  at  the  outset 
with  a  distinctness  of  language  and  method  which  enables 
the  reader  at  once  to  see  what  are  the  positions  he  means  to 
maintain.  He  affirms,  in  the  first  place,  that  Regeneration 
implies  in  the  primitive  sense  real  and  actual  goodness, 
in  direct  contradiction  to  Waterland  and  Vaughan;  in  the 
second  place,  that  Regeneration  implies  final  goodness  as 
distinguished  from  goodness  for  the  time  being;  in  the  third 
place,  that  it  is  an  imparted  goodness  as  distinguished  from 
an  acquired  goodness;  and  in  the  fourth  place,  that  it  is  not 
the  less  real  or  actual  goodness  because  it  is  imparted.  In 
the  process  of  his  argument  the  following  positions  are  af¬ 
firmed,  which,  though  not  directed  by  name  against  Water- 
land,  are  clearly  subversive  of  his  views.  Regeneration 
stands  for  the  greatest  change  in  the  condition  of  the  moral 
creature,  (p.  3.)  It  is  not  the  being  endowed  with  additional 
capacities  and  means  for  a  good  life  alone,  as  these  are  seen 
in  a  vast  portion  of  those  who  possess  them  to  produce  no 
change  whatever ;  but  is  a  change  in  ourselves ,  a  change  of 
moral  character,  (p.  3.)  He  cautions  his  readers  in  express 
terms  against  regarding  regeneration  as  a  capacity  for  holiness, 
instead  of  holiness  itself.  “  The  washing  of  regeneration, 
and  the  renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghost,”  he  declares  to  be  one 
and  the  same  thing,  and  he  denies  that  any  man  can  be  re¬ 
generated  who  is  not  also  renewed,  (p.  6.)  To  be  a  son  of 
God  he  holds  to  be  equivalent  to  being  good,  and  “  necessa¬ 
rily  and  finally  good,”  regeneration  being  identical  with  the 
practical  reign  of  faith  and  love  in  the  soul.  (pp.  7,  8.)  He 
makes  mention  of  two  regenerations,  a  higher  and  a  lower, 
the  former  denoting  “a  future  and  heavenly  state  of  goodness 
after  trial  is  passed  and  all  alloy  removed,”  and  the  latter 
taking  place  “in  this  life.”  (p.  18.)  The  regeneration  in  the 
lower  sense  he  identifies  with  conversion.  “  Certain  condi¬ 
tions,”  he  says,  are  required,  according  to  Scripture,  for 
regeneration,  viz.,  repentance  and  faith,  that  is  to  say,  change 
of  heart  and  life;  upon  which  change,  or  what  is  commonly 
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called  conversion,  taking  place  in  the  individual,  regenera¬ 
tion  is  supposed  to  be  conferred  upon  him  in  the  ordinance 
of  baptism.”  (p.  19.)  “  Conversion  is  a  change  of  heart  for 

the  time  being,  regeneration  is  this  change  fixed  and  secured, 
which  is  the  proper  reward  of  such  a  change,  for  the  best 
reward  it  can  have  is  its  own  perpetuation.”  (p.  19.) 

Mr.  Mozley  here  suffers  himself  to  fall  into  confusion,  for 
while  he  started  with  making  a  change  of  moral  character  one 
of  the  distinctive  and  essential  elements  in  regeneration  itself, 
he  now  makes  a  change  of  both  heart  and  life  essential  to 
conversion ,  and  by  making  conversion  essential  to  baptism, 
and  baptism  essential  to  regeneration,  we  have,  in  fact,  a  moral 
change  accomplished  anterior  to  the  ordinance  which  is  the 
instituted  means  for  its  production.  In  alleging  that  repen¬ 
tance  and  faith,  that  is  to  say,  a  change  of  heart  and  life,  is 
necessary  as  a  condition  of  regeneration,  there  are  some  im¬ 
portant  considerations  which  he  has  overlooked.  Is  not  sal¬ 
vation  itself  declared  to  be  the  “sure  reward”  of  such  a  change? 
Can  there  be  repentance  and  faith  without  salvation?  And 
can  there  be  repentance  and  faith,  that  is  conversion ,  without 
the  gracious  operation  of  the  Holy  Spirit?  And  is  not  a  soul, 
on  the  authority  of  St.  James,  as  much  saved  from  death  by 
conversion  as  by  regeneration f  And  are  not  the  results  of 
conversion  therefore  as  lofty  and  enduring  as  those  of  regene¬ 
ration?  When  the  apostle,  as  he  informs  the  elders  of  the 
Church  of  Ephesus,  preached  repentance  toward  God  .and 
faith  in  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  that  is,  according  to  Mr.  Moz¬ 
ley,  when  he  preached  the  elements  of  conversion ,  did  he  with¬ 
hold  anything  which  was  necessary  to  regeneration?  or  did 
he  assume  that  repentance  and  faith  were  in  themselves  the 
very  essence  of  regeneration?  It  is  certain  that  the  apostle 
accounts  himself  as  having  published  to  them  all  that  was 
indispensable  to  salvation  in  having  inculated  faith  and  re¬ 
pentance;  and  regeneration  must  have  been  included  in  these, 
or  inseparably  connected  with  them.  Between  a  converted 
man — a  man  that  is  (according  to  Mr.  Mozley's  definition) 
changed  in  heart  and  life,  and  a  regenerate  man,  the  apostle 
sees  no  distinction.  His  exhortation  to  the  jailor  clearly 
shows  that  in  his  estimation  faith  in  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
was  sufficient  as  a  condition  for  salvation.  And  it  would  be 
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interesting  to  us  to  see  in  what  manner  Mr.  Mozley  would  ex¬ 
plain  the  language  of  the  apostle  to  the  Corinthians,  language 
which  assuredly  reveals  his  estimate  of  the  relative  value  of 
the  two  things  he  compares  when  he  thanks  God  that  he  had 
baptized  so  few,  “because  Christ  sent  him  not  to  baptize,  but 
to  preach  the  gospel.”  Mr.  Mozely  will  not  deny  that  conver¬ 
sion  is  the  designed  result  of  the  latter  agency — the  preaching 
of  the  gospel.  But  what  if  conversion  be  a  precarious  and 
perishable  change  ?  What,  if  its  roots  are  so  superficial  that  it 
can  be  overthrown  by  some  tempest  of  temptation,  and  that  it 
needs  to  be  established  by  a  regeneration  which  is  imparted  in 
baptism  ?  In  this  case,  the  apostle  is  more  than  satisfied  that 
he  has  accomplished  a  service  which  may  leave  no  abiding  ef¬ 
fects  whatsoever,  and  that  he  has  abstained  from  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  that  very  ordinance  whose  declared  and  specific 
function  it  is  to  invest  a  man’s  conversion  with  the  attribute 
of  immortality.  His  mission  was  to  preach  a  salvation  which 
should  be  eternal  life,  and  he  has  omitted  the  one  sacrament 
in  which  it  is  made  eternal.  Ho  photographer  who  had  suc¬ 
ceeded  in  taking  an  exact  portrait  would  boast  that  he  de¬ 
liberately  neglected  to*fix  it,  for  it  is  just  this  process  of 
arresting  finally  the  features  of  .a  man  which  has  taxed  so 
much  the  patience  and  skill  of  science ;  and  yet  the  apostle, 
having  changed  “a  man's  heart  and  life,”  thanks  God  that  he 
has  given  the  slightest  and  most  exceptional  attention  to  the 
sacrament  which  seals  a  man  for  heaven.  The  permanence  of  a 
change  is  surely  as  important  as  the  change  itself;  and  where 
the  change  is  for  the  better,  men  are  deeply  solicitous  that 
there  should  be  no  relapse.  But  the  apostle  blesses  God  that 
the  one  effective  and  irresistible  precaution  against  the  re¬ 
lapse  has  not  been  supplied  by  him!  Of  the  theology  of  Mr. 
Mozlev  touching  this  matter  we  find  no  trace  in  the  New 
Testament.  If  conversion  be  a  change  of  heart  and  life,  re- 
generation  is  also  a  change  of  heart  and  life;  and,  if  regenera¬ 
tion  be  a  change  to  which  perpetuity  is  imparted,  so  is  con¬ 
version  a  change  to  which  perpetuity  is  imparted.  But,  of 
the  impartation  of  this  enduring  quality  to  conversion  in  the 
ordinance  of  baptism,  we  hear  nothing  in  any  inspired  docu¬ 
ment  whatever;  and  it  has  been  so  far  from  commending 
itself  to  the  general  belief  of  Sacramentarians,  that  they  have 
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bj  an  overwhelming  majority  rejected  it.  There  is  therefore 
a  double  failure  in  the  method  of  proof  pursued  by  Mr. 
Mozley,  for  he  has  not  only  not  established  the  essential  dif¬ 
ference  between  conversion  and  regeneration,  but  he  has  not 
proved  the  asserted  communication  in  baptism  of  that  special 
gift  which  exalts  the  alleged  precarious  quality  of  conversion 
into  the  immortal  quality  of  regeneration. 

Equally  grave  objections  lie  against  another  view  of  Mr. 
Mozley,  that  a  man’s  regeneration  is  less  under  the  control  of 
his  will  than  his  conversion,  and  therefore  more  enduring. 
His  words  are,  “  He  believes  and  repents  before  he  is  baptized; 
if  he  lives  ever  so  long  in  the  enjoyment  of  an  assisting  grace, 
ever  so  high  after  baptism,  will  he  end  with  anything  more 
than  with  that  with  which  he  began — faith  and  repentance  ? 
Will  he  ever  be  perfect  so  long  as  he  has  only  a  grace  which 
depends  on  his  will  for  its  effect?  He  cannot  be.”  (p.  45.) 

Now,  the  superiority  which  Mr.  Mozley  here  accords  to  re¬ 
generation  over  conversion  is  that  it  does  not  depend  on  the 
will  of  man,  which  he  excludes  altogether  from  any  agency  in 
the  matter,  inasmuch  as  in  the  next  sentence  he  expressly  says, 
“The  result,  so  long  as  it  depends  at  all  on  himself,  will  be 
unsatisfactory.”  We  venture  to  doubt  the  philosophical  and 
the  scriptural  foundation  of  an  opinion  which  thus  absolutely 
debars  the  activity  of  the  individual  will.  But,  waiving  this, 
we  are  strongly  persuaded  that  the  distinction  in  question  is 
wholly  a  theological  conceit.  How  does  it  appear  that  con¬ 
version  has  more  of  will  in  it  than  regeneration  ?  Conversion 
often  comes  to  those  who  seek  it  not.  It  surprises  them  in  the 
midst  of  their  sinful  career.  The  word  of  God,  quick  and 
powerful,  and  sharper  than  any  two-edged  sword,  pierces  them 
under  the  ministry  of  the  gospel,  and  pricks  them  in  their 
heart,  so  that  in  an  hour  the  whole  current  of  their  affections 
and  purposes  is  reversed.  W e  do  not  affirm  that  in  this  change 
there  has  been  no  energy,  however  feeble,  of  the  will  of  man; 
but  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  a  change  that  is  not  wholly 
mechanical  in  which  the  voluntary  agency  of  man  shall  have 
less  play.  The  man,  however,  though  converted  by  repentance 
toward  God  and  faith  in  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  is  still,  we  are 
told,  in  a  position  of  vacillation  and  uncertainty,  until  rendered 
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steadfast  by  the  grace  of  regeneration  which  is  conferred  in 
baptism.  But  we  are  surprised  that  Mr.  Mozley  did  not 
perceive  that  regeneration  is  far  more  dependent  on  the  will 
than  conversion  (if  his  distinction  may  be  for  the  moment 
allowed),  for  surely  a  man  may  determine  whether  he  will  be 
baptized  or  not,  and  tens  of  thousands  among  the  Society  of 
Friends  do  determine  that  they  will  not  be  baptized,  and  thus, 
according  to  Mr.  Mozley,  lack  the  grace  that  can  establish 
their  claim  and  perfect  their  qualification  for  eternal  life. 

The  perseverance  of  the  saints  is  one  thing,  the  endowment 
of  them  with  that  indestructible  element  in  baptism  is  another; 
and  they  are  so  far  from  being  connected  with  each  other  by 
a  necessity  of  thought,  or  in  any  other  way,  that  in  the 
Church  of  England  there  are  clergymen  who  believe  in  the 
indefeasibleness  of  Divine  grace,  but  deny  the  efficacy  of 
baptism  ;  and  clergymen  who  maintain  the  efficacy  of  baptism, 
but  deny  the  indefeasibleness  of  Divine  grace. 

With  the  views  held  by  Mr.  Mozley  as  to  the  perpetuity  of 
the  grace  of  regeneration  bestowed  in  baptism,  it  will  not  sur¬ 
prise  the  reader  to  learn  that  he  denies  the  uniform  presence 
of  that  grace  in  baptism.  Confronted  with  the  moral  aspects 
of  society,  and  with  the  actual  history  of  thousands,  who 
having  been  duly  baptized  become  heretics  in  faith,  and  dis¬ 
solute  in  life,  and  die  in  their  sins,  he  has  to  reconcile  these 
distressing  phenomena  with  the  theory  that  regeneration  is 
imparted  in  baptism.  His  process  is  simple.  It  is  that  of 
denying  that  regeneration  is  a  constant  result  of  the  sacra¬ 
ment.  Baptism  must  'precede  regeneration, — this  he  holds  to 
be  the  appointment  of  the  evangelic  economy.  Degeneration 
will  follow  baptism, — this  he  renounces  as  an  error.  The 
connexion  of  the  sacrament  with  the  spiritual  blessing  is 
occasional  and  conditional, — so  occasional,  that  it  may  not 
exist  in  one  of  a  thousand  instances  of  its  administration  ;  and 
so  conditional  and  obscure,  that  no  mortal  intelligence  can 
detect  when  it  really  takes  place. 

Mr.  Mozley,  in  terms  of  the  most  energetic  character,  repu¬ 
diates  the  doctrine,  which  is  all  but  universal  among  the  High 
Sacramentarian  party,  that  baptism  secures  in  the  case  of  all 
infants  the  remission  of  original  sin.  (p.  55.)  No  sin,  he  main- 
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tains,  is  forgiven  in  the  case  of  any  to  whom  all  sins  are  not 
forgiven;  and  instead  of  its  being  true  in  fact,  as  the  letter  of 
the  Baptismal  Service  and  Catechism  most  unambiguously 
proclaims,  that  every  baptized  child  has  received  the  remis¬ 
sion  of  sins,  the  assurance  proceeds  upon  a  condition,  and  the 
condition  is  the  individual’s  future  life  and  conduct,  (p.  56.) 
If  these  be  godly,  then  the  godliness  reacts,  as  it  were,  back¬ 
wards  upon  the  baptismal  sacrament,  and  imparts  to  it  a  re¬ 
generative  and  saving  nature;  if  these  be  ungodly,  the  reaction 
disastrously  deprives  the  sacrament  of  all  its  salutary  proper¬ 
ties,  and  leaves  the  man  under  the  final  wrath  of  God.  It 
would  seem  to  follow  inevitably  from  this  representation  that 
the  baptismal  grace,  as  it  is  termed,  is  no  baptismal  grace  at 
all,  and  that  the  determining  element  of  a  man’s  salvation  is 
what  takes  place  subsequently  to  baptism.  If  it  were  the 
purpose  of  the  compilers  of  the  Prayer  Book  and  Catechism 
to  teach  this  truth,  their  conceptions  of  the  force  and  meaning 
of  language  must  have  been  strangely  obscure  and  confused. 
Indeed,  if  Mr.  Mozley’s  interpretation  be  right,  nothing  short 
of  a  miraculous  blindness  extending  to  the  whole  conclave 
could  account  for  their  use  of  forms  which  seem  to  convey 

a  doctrine  exactlv  the  reverse  of  what  it  was  their  assumed 

«/ 

purpose  to  teach.  For  how  stands  the  case?  The  office  of 
baptism  nowhere  intimates  that  a  service  is  about  to  be  per¬ 
formed  the  efficacy  of  which  will  depend  on  something  to  be 
done  hereafter.  It  assumes  and  asserts,  in  words  clear  as  sun¬ 
beams,  that  a  blessing  is  then  and  thereby  about  to  be  im¬ 
parted,  whatever  may  be  the  future  life  of  the  candidate  for 
baptism.*  That  future  life  may  be,  or  may  not  be,  answerable 
to  the  grace  conveyed  in  the  sacrament.  The  service,  in  fact, 
assumes  the  possibility  of  either  alternative,  for  it  prays  that 

*  But  the  author  overlooks  the  fact  that  this  regeneration  is  pronounced 
upon  the  profession  of  faith  by  the  child  himself  which  immediately  pre¬ 
cedes.  It  is  not  the  sponsor  who  professes  faith,  but  the  child  by  the  spon¬ 
sor,  and  this  not  that  he  will  believe,  but  that  he  then  believes.  The  faith 
is  admitted  to  be  hypothetical, — regeneration  is  the  corresponding  hypothe¬ 
sis.  The  faith  is  as  positively  professed  as  the  regeneration  is  pronounced. 
The  construction  of  the  service  upon  the  hypothetical  principle  may  be 
unwise,  but  that  it  was  constructed  on  that  principle  is  most  certain. 

Ed. 
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the  end  may  be  in  accordance  with  the  beginning.  It  asserts 
the  reality  of  the  beginning.  Conditionality  upon  this  point 
is  expressly  shut  out.  Uncertainty  pertains  solely  to  the 
character  of  the  subsequent  life,  and  is  neither  said  nor  sup¬ 
posed  to  affect  the  validity  and  reality  of  the  baptismal  grace. 
The  thanksgiving  declares  that  “it  hath  pleased  the  most 
merciful  Father  to  regenerate  this  infant  with  His  Holy  Spirit 
and  to  receive  him  as  His  own  child  by  adoption,  and  to  in¬ 
corporate  him  into  His  holy  Church.”  The  regeneration  is 
actual,  and  not  suspended  on  any  future  conduct  of  the  candi¬ 
date.  One  thing  is  secured  beyond  the  reach  of  doubtr  and 
that  is  a  beginning.  But  this  would  not  be  secured  if  regene¬ 
ration  were  a  supposition,  a  thing  floating  in  a  sea  of  uncer¬ 
tainties  until  the  close  of  the  child’s  earthlv  life.  The  exhor- 
tation,  “  Let  us  with  one.  accord  make  our  prayers  unto  Him 
that  this  child  may  lead  the  rest  of  his  life  according  to  this 
beginning,”  does  not  assuredly  mean  that  this  child  may  lead 
the  rest  of  his  life  so  as  to  render  this  a  good  beginning.  The 
theory  of  Mr.  Mozley  embodies  the  absurdity  of  the  supposi¬ 
tion  that  when  we  desire  that  a  runner  may  continue  his  race 
as  well  as  he  begins  it,  we  mean  that  he  has  not  started  at  all 
unless  he  wins  the  crown. 

The  reader  may  be  concerned  to  know  in  what  manner  Mr. 
Mozley  reconciles  his  view  that  regeneration  is  confined  to 
the  elect  with  the  teaching  of  the  Baptismal  Offices  and  the 
Catechism,  which  assert  that  all  who  are  baptized  are,  in 
their  baptism,  made  members  of  Christ,  children  of  God, 
and  inheritors  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven.  The  bridge  which 
spans  what  seems  to  be  an  impassable  gulf  he  designates 
“  the  Buie  of  Supposition.”  This  he  sets  up,  not  as  an 
expedient,  but  as  a  principle,  which  he  vindicates  with  a  rare 
ability.  The  elaborate  chapter  in  which  he  does  battle  for 
this  method  of  solution  is  by  far  the  best  defence  in  our 
language  of  a  theory  which  we  are  convinced  is  indefensible. 
Mr.  Goode,  in  his  famous  work  on  the  Effects  of  Infant 
Baptism,  while  espousing  substantially  the  same  method  of 
reconciliation,  seems  to  feel  that  it  suits  but  awkwardly  some 
expressions  in  the  Catechism,  of  which  he  confesses  “  his 
own  view  would,  even  in  theory,  apart  from  the  experience 
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of  tlie  results,  be  adverse  to  the  use  of  such  language.”* 
And  another,  who  was  once  a  distinguished  ornament  of  the 
Church  of  England,  was  constrained  to  secede,  among  other 
considerations,  bj  the  straits  to  which  he  felt  himself  reduced 
in  seeking  to  reconcile  his  convictions  with  the  language  of 
the  Prayer  Book.  “  I  once  labored  hard,”  says  Mr.  Baptist 
Noel,  “to  convince  nryself  that  our  Reformers  did  not  and 
could  not  mean  that  infants  are  regenerated  by  baptism  ; 
but  no  reasoning  avails.  This  language  is  too  plain.  The 
Prayer  Book  assumes  clearly  that  both  adults  and  infants 
come  to  the  font  unregenerate,  and  leave  it  regenerate ;  that 
worthy  recipients  are  not  regenerated  before  baptism,  but 
come  to  be  regenerated  ;  that  they  are  unpardoned  up  to  the 
moment  of  baptism,  that  they  are  pardoned  the  moment 
after.”! 

Mr.  Mozley,  however,  is  not  staggered  by  this  positive 
and  unconditional  language,  for  a  broad  yet  silent  hypothesis 
explains  the  whole.  This  rule  of  supposition  he  holds  to  be 
almost  universal,  both  in  common  life  and  in  Scripture. 
Men  about  whom  we  know  nothing  are  supposed  to  be  good 
until  we  find  them  to  be  bad.  The  Jewish  people  were 
described  as  God’s  servants  whom  He  had  chosen,  though 
among  them  there  were  multitudes  that  were  sunk  in  un¬ 
faithfulness  and  corruption.  By  a  high  supposition  the 
whole  people  were  depicted  as  being,  in  fact  and  constantly, 
what  they  were  only  occasionally  or  in  part.  The  singular 
faith  and  holiness  of  some  are  hypothetically  imputed  to  the 
whole.  In  like  manner,  in  the  New  Testament  the  apostles 
write  to  the  churches  in  language  which  presumes  them  to 

*  On  the  Effects  of  Infant  Baptism,  p.  469. 1 

\  Essay  on  Church  and  State,  p.  419. 


1  There  is  no  one  theory  for  interpreting  the  Baptismal  office  which  can 
absolutely  harmonize  all  its  parts.  All  intelligence  and  candor  admit  this. 
Why  ?  because  this  office  is  incapable  of  such  harmonizing,  and  not  there¬ 
fore  the  wisest  and  best  that  could  be  made,  and  the  same  may  be  said  of 
all  elaborate  human  formularies. 

But  this  acknowledgment  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Goode,  as  appears  much 
more  fully  in  his  book,  so  far  from  indicating  that  his  theory  is  not  the 
true  one,  is  but  another  proof  of  his  extraordinary  candor  and  trustworthi¬ 
ness  in  controversy,  Ed. 
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be  bodies  of  sanctified  men,  elect,  heirs  of  God,  and  joint 
heirs  with  Jesus  Christ;  and  these  glorious  designations  are 
bestowed  upon  communities  which,  so  far  from  literally 
deserving  them,  and  embodying  those  qualities  of  character 
and  life  which  they  are  supposed  to  include,  were  composed 
of  individuals  all  of  whom  were  manifestly  immature,  and 
some  of  whom  were  marked  by  grave  violations  of  Christian 
purity  and  truth.  But  these  notorious  defects  and  incon¬ 
sistencies  did  not  induce  the  apostles  to  qualify  the  full  and 
glowing  appellations  by  which  they  were  described.  They 
regarded  the  churches  by  a  “high  supposition'’  as  being 
what  they  professed  to  be,  and  what  they  ought  to  be.  The 
apostles  had  in  their  minds  a  perfect  ideal  of  the  Christian 
man  in  a»state  of  consummated  sanctification,  when  through 
the  grace  of  Christ  he  should  be  without  spot  or  wrinkle, 
and  they  viewed  the  churches  in  the  light  of  this  lofty  con¬ 
ception.  With  many  of  Mr.  Mozley’s  observations  on  this 
matter  we  fully  agree,  but  they  signally  fail  either,  on  the 
one  hand,  to  defend  the  specific  and  absolute  language  of  the 
Baptismal  Service  and  the  Catechism,  or,  on  the  other,  to 
reconcile  with  it  the  position  of  the  author,  which  in  many 
cases,  and  possibly  in  most,  divorces  baptism  from  regenera¬ 
tion.  The  apostles  wrote  to  professed  believers,  who  with 
all  their  ignorance  and  imperfections  and  inconsistencies, 
were  in  the  main  viewed  as  true  followers  of  Christ.  The 
general  expressions  of  the  apostles  were  justified  by  their 
application  to  general  communities.  The  inhabitants  of  one 
nation  are  spoken  of  as  grave,  though  there  are  many  who 
are  mercurial  and  giddy ;  and  the  inhabitants  of  another  as 
frivolous,  though  there  are  thousands  that  are  earnest  and 
sober-minded.  An  audience  is  addressed  as  intelligent  with¬ 
out  any  special  exception  being  signalized  of  a  score  of  un¬ 
instructed  men;  and  a  large  family  may  be  characterized  as 
handsome  without  note  being  taken  of  one  that  is  ill-favored. 
But  do  these  and  similar  facts  supply  any  just  analogy  in 
favor  of  a  service  which  applies  its  words  to  each  individual 
case,  and  which  pronounces  regenerate,  not  a  mass,  but  every 
separate  person  in  the  mass  ?  The  Baptismal  Service  does 
not  treat  of  the  Church  in  general.  It  treats  of  that  single 
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infant  that  may  be  present  at  the  font,  and  of  him  only.* 
The  exhortation  is  concerning  him,  the  declaration  is  about 
him,  the  thanksgiving  has  exclusive  relation  to  him,  and 
throughout  the  whole  service  there  is  not  only  not  a  word  of  ' 
“  high  supposition,”  but  those  who  bring  the  child  are  be¬ 
sought  not  “  to  doubt,  but  earnestly  to  believe  that  Christ 
will  favorably  receive  this  present  infant;  that  He  will  em¬ 
brace  him  with  the  arms  of  His  mercy,  that  He  will  give 
him  the  blessing  of  eternal  life,  and  make  him  partaker  of 
His  everlasting  kingdom.”  That  such  words  can  be  employ¬ 
ed  by  men  who  believe  that  in  every  case  a  child  receives 
regenerative  grace  in  the  shape  of  a  germ  which,  if  duly 
fostered,  will  bloom  with  immortal  life,  we  can  well  under¬ 
stand  ;  but  that  they  should  be  employed  by  men  who  affirm 
that  regeneration  does  not,  of  necessity,  accompany  baptism, 
that  it  is  given  to  elect  children  alone,  and  that  consequently 
it  may  not  be  given  to  one  out  of  a  thousand,  we  confess  is 
a  circumstance  that  wholly  baffles  us. 

Mr.  Mozley  devotes  his  last  chapter  to  the  subject,  “The 
Regeneration  of  Infants,”  upon  which  we  purpose  to  offer  a 
few  observations.  Into  the  general  question  of  the  scriptu¬ 
ralness  of  the  baptism  of  infants  we  cannot  enter  without 
departing  from  the  purpose  we  have  had  in  view  in  this 
tractate.  We  therefore  simply  express  our  conviction,  held 
with  all  deference  to  the  counter-opinions  of  many  learned 
and  godly  men,  both,  living  and  dead,  that  the  baptism  of 
infants  has  ample  warrant  in  the  comprehensive  commission 
of  our  Lord  to  his  disciples,  “Go  ye,  and  disciple  all  nations, 
baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  of  the  Son,  and 
of  the  Holy  Ghost,  teaching  them  to  observe  all  things  what¬ 
soever  I  command  you,”  to  say  nothing  of  other  passages  in 
the  New  Testament.  We  believe  that  the  discipling  was  to 
be  accomplished  by  baptism  and  by  teaching,  the  baptism 
being  the  rite  of  initiation,  as  well  as  the  emblem  of  that 
spiritual  cleansing  which  the  teaching,  under  the  blessing  of 
the  Holy  Spirit,  was  designed  to  produce.  But  if  we  held 

*  But  this  “single  infant”  lias  previously  and  most  plainly  and  posi¬ 
tively,  according  to  the  words,  made  a  personal  profession  of  his  faith, 
which  we  suppose  the  author  will  admit  can  only  he  by  “high  supposi¬ 
tion.”  Ed. 
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the  same  views  as  Mr.  Mozley  on  the  necessary  conditions  of 
baptism,  we  should  be  compelled  to  relinquish  the  defence 
which  he  institutes  for  infant  baptism  as  practised  in  the 
Church  of  England.  “Repentance  and  faith,”  he  says,  “are 
plainly  laid  down  in  Scripture  as  the  necessary  condition  of 
baptism.  Adults  can  in  themselves  fulfil  these  conditions,  and 
therefore  adults  can  be  in  themselves  fit  subjects  of  baptism. 
But  infants  cannot  in  themselves  fulfil  these  conditions,  and 
are  not  in  themselves  fit  subjects  for  baptism.”  (p.  127.) 

Granting,  which  however  we  do  not,  the  assumption  on 
which  his  reasoning  proceeds,  that  repentance  and  faith  are 
plainly  laid  down  in  Scripture  as  the  necessary  conditions  of 
baptism,  we  deny  the  inference  that  therefore  infants  unable 
to  fulfil  these  conditions  are  not  fit  subjects  in  themselves  for 
baptism.  The  necessary  conditions  of  which  Mr.  Mozley 
speaks  can  be,  at  the  best,  necessary  conditions  for  those  to 
whom  they  are  possible,  and  whose  previous  life  has  been  of  a 
nature  to  require  them.  A  child  may  be  entitled  to  the  recep¬ 
tion,  without  conditions,  of  a  benefit  which  is  accessible  to 
adults,  only  on  conditions.  It  may  be  a  true  maxim  in  the 
case  of  adults  that  “he  that  will  not  work,  neither  shall  he 
eat,”  but  infants  are  entitled  to  food,  not  in  spite  of  the  maxim, 
but  because  it  is  wholly  inapplicable  to  them.  The  language 
of  Mr.  Mozley  does  not  elucidate  the  question,  but  obscures  it, 
for  the  point  which  he  has  in  reality  to  determine  is  whether 
or  not  infants  according  to  the  Christian  dispensation  require 
baptism  and  are  entitled  to  it.  If  they  neither  require  it  nor 
are  entitled  to  it,  then  it  should  not  be  administered.  If  they 
do  require  it,  and  are  entitled  to  it,  it  is  surely  obvious  that  no 
conditions  can  be  expected  from  them  which  they  are  unable 
to  fulfil,  and  that  they  are,  in  themselyes,  therefore,  fit  subjects 
for  baptism.  If  they  do  not  repent,  it  is  sufficient  that  as 
yet  they  have  nothing  to  repent  of;  if  they  do  not  believe,  it 
is  sufficient  that  as  yet  He  upon  whom  the  faith  of  adults  can 
be  exercised  has  not  been  revealed  to  them  If  Mr.  Mozley 
assume  that  baptism  is  for  those  only  who  having  sinned  can 
repent,  and  having  heard  of  a  Saviour  can  believe,  the  course 
proper  to  his  argument  and  practical  conduct  is  to  relinquish 
the  administration  of  baptism  to  infants.  Instead  of  this, 
however,  he  lays  down  a  canon  which,  interpreted  literally, 
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excludes  infants  from  the  rite;  and  then,  in  an  indirect  and 
circuitous  manner,  on  the  principle  of  a  vicarious  sponsorship, 
gives  them  admission  to  it.  “They  are  made  fit,”  he  says, 
by  the  faith  and  repentance  of  other  persons  being  accepted  as 
a  substitute  for  their  own,  that  is,  by  allowing  other  persons 
to  stand  in  their  place  as  far  as  these  conditions  are  concerned, 
and  expressly  accounting  and  regarding  them  so  far  as  if  they 
were  those  other  persons.”  (p.  127.) 

Upon  this  expedient  for  securing  to  infants  a  locus  standi 
as  candidates  for  baptism,  in  consistency  with  his  theory,  we 
submit  the  following  remarks. 

In  the  first  place,  Mr.  Mozley’s  expedient  violates  his  own 
principle.  His  principle  was  that  faith  and  repentance 
were  required  in  the  subjects  of  baptism.  The  sponsors  are 
not  the  actual  subjects  of  baptism,  and  may  have  neither 
faith  nor  repentance,  and  whether  they  are  reasonably  pre¬ 
sumed  to  possess  these  graces  let  any  parish  priest  in  England 
declare.  The  sponsors  are  not  baptized  for  the  infant,  even 
though  they  were  supposed  to  be  the  subjects  of  faith  and 
repentance ;  so  that,  so  far  from  Mr.  Mozley  administering 
baptism  to  those  who  have  the  qualifications,  he  administers 
it  to  those  who  have  them  not. 

In  the  next  place,  we  observe  that  the  sponsorship  which 
Mr.  Mozley,  in  common  with  his  Church,  defends,  is  without 
the  shadow  of  foundation  in  Scripture.  It  is  not  even  a 
Jewish  custom,  but  was,  in  all  probability,  imported  into  the 
Christian  Church  from  a  heathen  source,  and  involves  such  a 
substitution  of  soul  for  soul,  and  such  a  transference  of  moral 
obligations,  that  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  any  man  who 
seriously  considers  the  matter  can  imagine  it  possible  to  fulfil 
the  engagements  which  sponsorship  solemnly  accepts.* 

Further,  it  is  firmly  declared  by  many  of  the  ablest  writers 
in  the  Church  of  England  that  the  faith  and  repentance  either 

*  Though  there  may  be  no  Scriptural  authority  for  the  office  of  sponsor 
in  baptism  (and  we  are  sure  there  is  not),  it  supposes  no  “substitution  of 
soul  for  soul”  or  “transference  of  moral  obligation.”  The  sponsor  neither 
professes  nor  promises  anything,  nor  makes  any  “  engagements.  ”  He  is 
simply  the  child’s  mouthpiece  by  whom  he  makes  his  profession  of  faith, 
and  is  exhorted  to  do  a  good  Christian  part  by  the  child.  (See  the  service.) 

Ed. 
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of  sponsors  or  of  parents  affect  in  nowise  the  validity  or 
efficacy  of  infant  baptism,  and  that,  though  necessary  for  the 
public  completeness  of  the  baptismal  ceremony,  they  are 
unnecessary  for  the  impartation  of  the  baptismal  grace.  The 
present  Bishop  of  Ely,  Dr.  Harold  Browne,  in  his  exposition 
of  the  Thirty-nine  Articles,  is  so  strong  in  his  opposition  to 
the  doctrine  that  such  vicarious  piety  is  assumed  in  justifica¬ 
tion  of  the  rite  of  infant  baptism,  that  he  says,  “  The  theory 
that  the  faith  of  parents  or  sponsors  is  necessary  to  give  effect 
to  baptism  in  infants  is  not  to  be  maintained  for  an  instant. 
This  were  to  cross  the  whole  principle  of  evangelical  mercy. 
It  would  be  to  make  the  child’s  salvation  hinge  on  its  parents’ 
faithfulness.  It  would  make  God’s  grace  contingent  not 
even  on  the  merits  of  the  recipient,  but  actually  on  the  merits 
of  the  recipient’s  friends.  Sponsors,  after  all,  are  probably  of 
human  institution,  and  cannot  therefore  affect  a  Divine  ordi¬ 
nance.  And  this  theory  does  sadly  derogate  from  the  grace  of 
God,  which  acts  ever  freely  and  spontaneously;  and  griev¬ 
ously  magnifies  the  office  of  human  faith,  which  is,  humbly 
to  receive  mercy,  not  arrogantly  to  deserve  it.”  (p.  619.) 

This  view  of  the  Bishop  is  abundantly  supported  by  the  fact 
that  in  the  private  baptism  of  infants,  when  no  god-parents  are 
present,  thanksgiving  is  offered  to  God  that  it  hath  pleased 
Him  “to  regenerate  this  infant  with  His  Holy  Spirit;”  and, 
that  no  uncertainty  may  be  supposed  to  attach  to  the  validity 
and  efficacy  of  baptism,  the  Rubric  which  follows  says,  “Let 
them  not  doubt  but  that  the  child  so  baptized  is  lawfully  and 
sufficiently  baptized,  and  ought  not  to  be  baptized  again;  but 
nevertheless  if  the  child  which  is  after  this  sort  baptized  do 
afterward  live,  it  is  expedient  that  it  be  brought  into  the 
church  to  the  intent  that,  if  the  minister  of  the  same  parish 
did  himself  baptize  the  child,  the  congregation  may  be  certified 
of  the  true  form  of  baptism  by  him  privately  before  used.” 
Whatever  sponsorship,  therefore,  may  include  in  the  shape 
of  Christian  character  and  duty  to  be  cultivated  and  exhibited 
after  the  child  is  baptized  and  regenerated,  it  brings  no  element 
of  efficacy  whatsoever  to  the  sacrament  itself.  And  if  Mr. 
Mozley  vindicates  infant  baptism  on  the  ground  that  the  faith 
and  repentance  which  infants  have  not  are  possessed  by  their 
sponsors,  we  hold  that  his  theory  is  philosophically  impossible, 
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theologically  un scriptural,  and  ecclesiastically  disallowed  by 
the  baptismal  offices  of  his  own  Church.  Of  all  the  theories 
of  Baptismal  Regeneration  we  have  met  with,  the  one  we  have 
just  reviewed  invests  the  condition  of  infants  with  the  most 
thick  and  hopeless  gloom.  It  starts  with  the  declaration  that 
regeneration  is  real  and  actual  goodness  as  distinct  from  capa¬ 
city  for  it,  and  that  it  is  a  final  goodness  as  distinguished  from 
goodness  for  the  time  being;  it  affirms  that  in  the  case  of  adults 
it  must  be  preceded  by  faith  and  repentance,  or  conversion  of 
heart  and  life,  to  which  perpetuity  is  given  in  the  sacrament 
of  baptism;  and  that  in  the  case  of  infants  they  are  unfit  sub¬ 
jects  for  baptism,  and  therefore  for  regeneration,  except  on  the 
ground  of  the  faith  and  repentance  of  their  sponsors;  and  then 
we  have  the  unmistakable  teaching  of  the  Church  that  spon¬ 
sors,  whether  good  or  bad,  are  unessential  to  the  sacrament  as 
such,  and  to  the  regeneration  which  it  conveys.*  Mr.  Mozley 
denies  to  infants  any  inherent  fitness  for  baptism;  and  the 
Church  pronounces  them  regenerated  irrespective  of  any 
substituted  worthiness  on  the  part  of  others.  With  him, 
sponsorial  faith  and  repentance  are  indispensable  to  the  re¬ 
generation;  with  his  Church  the  suretyship  is  an  ecclesiastical 
provision,  but  not  a  spiritual  necessity.  In  what  manner  the 
two  views  are  to  be  harmonized,  we  are  wholly  unable  to 
discover.  The  Bishop  of  Ely,  so  far  from  conceding  the 
unfitness  of  children  for  baptism  on  the  ground  alleged  by 
Mr.  Mozley,  that  they  are  born  in  sin,  confidently  contends 
that  the  “very  helplessness  of  children  is  their  protection. 
We  cannot  too  much  remember  that  God’s  gifts  come  from 
Him,  and  not  from  us;  from  His  mercy,  not  from  our  merits, 
our  faith,  or  our  obedience.  The  only  obstacle  which  infants 
can  offer  to  grace  is  the  taint  of  original  corruption.  But  to 
say  that  original  sin  is  a  bar  to  receiving  remission  of  original 

*  This  matter  is  set  at  rest  by  the  reply  of  the  Bishops  to  the  objection 
of  the  reforming  party  at  the  last  revision  of  the  Liturgy,  in  which,  de¬ 
fending  the  phraseology  of  the  answer  in  the  Catechism  to  the  question, 
“Why,  then,  are  infants  baptized?” — they  say  that  “the  effect  of 
children’s  baptism  depends  neither  upon  their  present  actual  faith  and 
repentance  (which  the  Catechism  says  expressly  they  cannot  perform),  nor 
upon  the  faith  and  repentance  of  their  natural  parents  or  pro-parents,  or 
of  their  godfathers  or  godmothers,  but  upon  the  ordinance  and  institution 
of  Christ.” —  Cardwell's  Conferences ,  p.  857. 
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sin  (which,  is  one  chief  grace  of  the  sacrament)  is  a  positive 
contradiction  in  terms.  " —Exposition  of  the  Thirty -nine  Articles , 

p.  619. 

The  Bishop,  in  common,  we  are  persuaded,  with  the  gene¬ 
rality  of  the  Fathers  and  of  ecclesiastical  writers  down  to  the 
present  day,  maintains  that  in  all  cases  original  sin  is  forgiven 
in  the  baptism  of  children;  but  Mr.  Mozley  denies  that  it  is 
forgiven  in  any  case  where  the  child  is  not  elect,  and  therefore 
finally  saved. 

Further,  we  have  been  unable  to  discover  in  what  manner 
Mr.  Mozley  can  reconcile  his  belief  in  the  salvation  of  all 
infants  who  die  after  baptism,  but  before  the  commission  of 
actual  sin,  with  his  doctrine  of  sponsorial  godliness,  even 
though  such  a  doctrine  were  admitted  to  be  that  of  his 
Church.  We  believe,  in  fact,  that  he  has  destroyed  the  only 
bridge  by  which  the  conciliation  was  at  all  possible.  He  de¬ 
clares,  in  the  first  place,  that  infants  are  not  in  themselves  fit 
subjects  for  baptism,  and  he  assigns  as  a  reason  for  this  unfit¬ 
ness  that  they  are  incapable  in  their  own  persons  of  the 
essential  qualifications  for  baptism,  namely,  faith  and  repen¬ 
tance.  He  declares,  in  the  next  place,  that  their  unfitness  is 
met  and  cancelled  by  the  fitness  of  substitutes,  in  the  shape 
of  sponsors,  who  supply  the  lacking  conditions.  He  declares, 
in  the  third  place,  that  all  children  who  are  baptized  and  die 
before  positive  transgression,  are,  without  doubt,  saved.  But 
it  is  strange  that  Mr.  Mozley  did  not  see  that  the  faith  and  re¬ 
pentance  of  sponsors  can  be  at  the  best  but  hypothetical ,  and  that 
therefore  the  salvation  of  the  infants  whose  only  fitness- for 
baptism  is  supplied  by  their  sponsors  can  never,  on  his  own 
principles,  attain  to  certainty.  If  the  fitness  of  children  be 
derived  from  the  fitness  of  sponsors,  the  former  can  never  be 
more  indubitable  than  the  latter,  and  Mr.  Mozley  cannot 
mean  to  affirm  that  he  has  never  known  of  instances  in  which 
baptized  infants  have  died  whose  sponsors  have  been  disso¬ 
lute  and  ungodly  men.  What  will  he  say  of  these  infants 
who  had  no  fitness  of  their  own,  and  none  supplied  by  their 
substitutes  ?  If  they  are  saved,  it  must  be  by  a  grace  wholly 
distinct  from  baptism,  or  which  is  intercepted  by  no  unfit¬ 
ness  either  of  their  own  or  their  sponsors.  And  if  the  unfit- 
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ness  of  tlie  sponsors  do  not  arrest  this  grace,  his  whole  sub¬ 
stitutional  theory  falls  to  the  ground. 

Before  closing  this  examination  of  the  theory  of  Mr.  Moz- 
ley,  which,  with  slight  differences,  is  also  that  of  Mr.  Goode 
and  Mr.  Gorham,  we  are  constrained  to  make  one  or  two 
observations  on  the  part  which  “original  sin”  has  been  made 
to  play  in  the  history  of  Baptismal  Regeneration,  especially 
from  the  time  of  Augustine  to  our  own  day.  “  The  first 
foundation  and  groundwork  of  the  doctrine  of  Baptism,”  says 
Mr.  Keble,  “and  that  on  which  all  the  rest  of  it  depends,  is 
the  doctrine  of  original  sin.”  (p.  28.)  And  this  sin  is  held  to 
be,  not  simply  a  weakness  of  nature,  a  privation,  a  taint,  an 
inherited  incapacity,  but  guilt  for  which  the  child  is  declared 
to  be  punishable.  There  is  not  one  term  applicable  to  active, 
conscious,  purposed  criminality,  which  the  great  luminary  of 
the  African  Church  does  not  apply  indiscriminately  to  the 
“original  sin”  of  the  new-born  infant.  It  is  “  culpa,”  “  vitium,” 
“  delictum,”  “  peccatum,”  “  reatus.”  How  far  the  severity  of  his 
opinions  and  language  arose  from  the  natural  ardor  of  his 
temperament,  and  from  the  exasperating  influence  of  his  con¬ 
troversy  with  Pelagius,  is  difficult  to  say,  but  his  treatise*  on 
original  sin  is  marked  by  a  grim  consistency  of  reasoning 
which  makes  us  wonder  how  the  humanity  of  the  saint  could 
survive  the  conclusions  of  the  logician.  Throughout  the 
whole  of  his  treatise  there  are  no  signs  of  “compunctious 
visitings”  at  the  revolting  conclusions  to  which  his  premises 
inexorably  led.  Having  assumed  the  actual  criminality  of  the 
infant  before,  as  yet,  the  very  conception  of  sin,  or  aught 
else,  was  possible,  he  pronounced  it  a  victim  of  damnation. 
On  many  other  questions  he  is  inconsistent  with  himself;  on 
this,  at  least,  he  is  ever  the  same.  “Little  children,”  he  says, 
“who  are  not  incorporated  by  baptism  with  the  body  and 
members  of  Christ,  pertain  to  damnation.”  (x.  290  A.  “  He 
peccat.  merit.”)  “They  remain  in  perdition  and  darkness.” 
(x.  219  A.,  id.)  “The  wrath  of  God  remaineth  on  them.”  (x. 
288  A.,  id.)  “They  undergo  the  punishment  of  the  second 
death.”  (x.  822  c.,  id.)  “They  are  sent  into  eternal  fire.”  (v. 
1741.)  “They  are  under  the  power  of  the  devil.”  (x.  672.) 

*  Augubtine  Opera,  x.  “De  peccatorum  meritis  et  remissione.” 
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Even  the  infants  that  are  inadvertently  “suffocated  by  their 
sleeping  mother”  share  the  same  everlasting  perdition  (v. 
204);  and  Augustine  bows  his  head  before  the  mystery  and 
exclaims,  “  0  the  depth  of  the  riches!”  And  further  he  de¬ 
clares  that  the  whole  Church  of  Christ  with  one  consent  holds 
the  perdition  of  unbaptized  infants. 

A  doctrine  from  which  such  appalling  conclusions  can  be 
legitimated  drawn  behooves  to  be  established  on  the  surest 

O  o 

foundations,  and  no  foundation  short  of  a  revelation  accredited 
by  the  most  incontestable  signs  will  be  sufficient  to  lodge  in 
our  minds  a  conviction  wrhich  calls  upon  us  to  relinquish  the 
elemental  principles  both  of  reasoning  and  of  moral  truth. 
11  Original  guilt”  in  an  infant  incapable  of  thought  is  not  a 
mystery  but  a  contradiction,  and  the  forgiveness  of  such  guilt 
in  baptism  is  a  monstrous  absurdity,  which,  as  it  is  destitute 
of  scriptural  warrant,  we  decline  to  accept  even  at  the  hands 
of  the  Bishop  of  Hippo,  who  accounts  himself  as  only  the 
representative  on  this  matter  of  the  opinion  of  the  universal 
Church.  If  he  were  correct  in  this  assumption  (which  we 
more  than  doubt),  what  must  be  our  estimate  of  the  com¬ 
passionate  charity  of  that  Church,  which,  departing  glaringly 
from  apostolic  practice,  restricted  baptism  for  the  most  part 
to  Easter  and  Whitsuntide,  and  the  interval  (as  some  allege) 
between  the  two.  In  cases  of  necessity,  we  are  told,  the 
sacrament  might  be  administered  at  any  other  time;  but 
what  can  be  meant  by  cases  of  necessity  in  a  world  like  ours, 
in  which  all  life  is  precarious,  and  infant  life  especially  so, 
and  in  which  to  die  without  the  viaticum  of  baptism  is  to 
be  sealed  to  perdition  ?  When  the  blessing  to  be  bestowed, 
and  the  doom  to  be  escaped,  are  so  unutterable,  and  when 
the  conditions  of  3ife  are  so  frail  at  the  best,  and  so  incal¬ 
culable  as  well  as  frail,  and  where  the  administration  of  a 
sacrament  makes  all  the  difference  between  being  constituted 
an  heir  of  the  kingdom  of  Heaven,  or  being  left  an  heir  of 
Hell,  we  might  have  deemed  the  case  of  necessity  to  be  the 
universal  and  the  only  case.  Such,  however,  was  not  the 
opinion  of  the  Church  in  the  time  of  Augustine,  and  for 
nearly  two  centuries  before  him.  The  salvation,  of  children, 
moreover,  sustained  additional  jeopardy  from  the  introduction 
of  the  system  of  catechumenism  as  a  preparation  for  baptism, 
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as  it  involved  the  postponement  of  a  saving  ordinance.  If 
there  be  in  infants  guilt  which  must  be  forgiven  in  baptism,  or 
they  are  lost  without  hope,  the  spiritual  birth  should  be  made 
as  coinstantaneous  as  possible  with  the  birth  “of  the  flesh,”  so 
as  to  preclude  at  once  all  hazards  arising  from  an  early  death. 
If  the  Fathers  had  insisted  on  this  practice,  baptizing  children, 
as  the  Jews  circumcised  them,  on  the  eighth  day,  or  even  ear¬ 
lier  still,  their  doctrine  of  regeneration  would  have  been  con¬ 
sistently  supported  and  enforced.  As  it  was,  their  faith  went 
one  way  and  their  practice  another.  Of  all  the  Fathers, 
Augustine,  as  the  most  strenuous  maintainer  of  original  guilt, 
might  have  been  expected  to  advocate  this  early  baptism,  for, 
in  contradiction  to  the  rest  of  the  Fathers,  he  Ire  Id  that  the  cir¬ 
cumcision  which  baptism  displaced  was  itself  a  saving  ordi¬ 
nance.  As  this  has  been  doubted,  we  submit  the  following 
citations  from  his  works.  “That  circumcision  on  the  eighth 
day  carried  the  figure  of  the  resurrection  day  of  the  Saviour, 
and  also  the  grace  of  baptism.”  (x.  2250  B.)  “Assuredly  the 
ancient  people  of  God  regarded  circumcision  in  the  place  of 
baptism.”  (ix.  423.)  “Answer  me  this,  if  you  can,  why,  if  Isaac 
himself  had  not  been  circumcised  on  the  eighth  day  with  the 
sign  of  the  baptism  of  Christ,  his  soul  would  have  perished 
from  amongst  the  people.”  (x.  1016  B.)  And  by  the  perishing 
of  the  soul  he  distinctly  declares  that  he  does  not  mean  tem¬ 
poral  death  alone.  Now,  whether  Augustine’s  interpretation 
of  the  awful  consequences  of  neglected  circumcision  be  true 
or  not  (and  of  its  erroneousness  we  are  confident),  and  how¬ 
ever  in  other  places  he  speaks  of  circumcision  as  a  sign,  or 
figure,  or  shadow  of  baptism,  it  is  clear  that  he  considered  it 
as  the  saving  sacrament  under  the  ancient  dispensation,  and 
baptism  under  the  new.  And  yet  even  Augustine,  with  all 
his  revolting  conceptions  of  the  final  perdition  of  unbaptized 
children,  and  with  his  identification  of  circumcision  with  bap¬ 
tism,  on  this  point,  at  least,  that  the}^  both  availed  to  remove 
original  sin,  did  not  extend  to  the  children  of  the  new  dis¬ 
pensation  the  merciful  deliverance  secured  under  express 
command,  to  Jewish  children,  but  acquiesced  in  the  practice 
which,  without  any.  apostolic  authority,  restricted  baptism  to 
certain  seasons,  and  thus  multiplied  the  perils  of  everlasting 
ruin  to  all  the  children  under  his  care. 
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What  was  tlie  final  and  matured  opinion  of  Augustine 
respecting  the  spiritual  efficacy  of  baptism  is  not  so  clear  as 
Dr.  Pusey  would  seem  to  represent.  Speaking  of  a  sacrament 
in  general,  he  says  that  ££  a  sacrament  is  one  thing,  but  the 
virtue  of  the  sacrament  is  another.”  ££  How  many  receive  at 
the  altar  and  die — yes,  die  by  receiving?”*  Again:  “  Now 
the  faith  that  then  was  concealed,  being  revealed  to  all  who 
are  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost, 
the  laver  of  regeneration  is  common,  .  .  .  but  the  grace  is  not 
common  to  all.”j*  Again :  ££  The  visible  baptism  was  of  no 
service  to  Simon  Magus,  who  lacked  the  invisible  sanctifica¬ 
tion.”^:  Sometimes  it  would  appear  as  if  baptism  were  little 
more  than  the  incorporation  of  the  subject  into  the  Church 
of  Christ;  sometimes  as  if  it  were  the  impartation  of  the 
highest  and  most  spiritual  blessings,  as  when  he  says  that 
££  children  are  washed  by  the  sacrament  and  the  charity  of 
the  faithful,  and  so  incorporated  with  the  body  of  Christ, 
which  is  His  Church,  that  they  may  be  reconciled  to  God,  and 
that  they  may  be  in  Him  alive,  safe,  free,  redeemed,  and 
illuminated. ”§  Sometimes  it  seems  to  confer  a  grace  which 
is  perishable,  as  when  he  speaks  of  ££  those  who  once  were  in 
the  practice  of  goodness,  but  because  they  remained  not  in  it, 
that  is,  did  not  persevere  to  the  end,  they  were  not  in  the 
number  of  sons,  even  when  they  were  in  the  faith  of  sons;” 
and  at  other  times  it  seems  to  confer  a  grace  which  is  im¬ 
perishable,  as  in  all  infants  dying  after  baptism,  and  in  all 
the  predestinated.^  When  Dr.  Pusey  says  that  Augustine’s 
theory  of  predestination  did  not  involve  the  doctrine  of  the 
indefectibility  of  grace,  he  has  failed  to  recognize  that  Au¬ 
gustine  maintains  the  absolute  indestructibility  of  that  special 
grace  which  is  given  in  baptism  to  the  elect.  A  final  proof  of 
the  impossibility  of  eliciting  from  the  writings  of  Augustine 
a  harmonious  doctrine  on  the  subject  of  baptism  is  supplied 
by  the  fact  that  after  having  affirmed  in  numberless  instances, 
directly  and  indirectly,  the  doctrine  that  baptism  secures 

*  Yol.  iii. ,  1983  b.  %  Vol.  in.,  815  D. 

f  Yol.  iv.,  11G6  d.  §  Yol.  x.,  c. 

Indeed  in  one  passage  lie  restricts  Baptismal  Regeneration  to  the  elect, 
saying  that  “  Christ  draws  to  the  justification  of  eternal  life  all  who  being 
predestinated  arehy  baptism  regenerated.” — Yol.  x.,  273  D. 
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eternal  life,  lie  invalidates  the  salvation  even  of  baptized 
infants  dying  in  infancy,  by  declaring  that  the  participation 
of  the  Lord’s  Supper  is  an  indispensable  necessity  to  eternal 
life;  so  that  while  children  who  die  unbaptized  perish  with¬ 
out  doubt,  remedy,  or  hope,  children  who  die  before  partak¬ 
ing  of  the  communion  “  likewise  perish.”  Lest  a  dogma  so 
startling  should  seem  to  be  imputed  to  Augustine  without 
or  on  inadequate  grounds,  we  at  once  append  the  evidence. 
“Whence,”  says  he,  “unless  from  ancient,  and  I  opine  from 
apostolic  tradition”  (a  common  phrase  with  the  Fathers  when 
they  are  seeking  inspired  paternity  for  the  most  monstrous 
births),  “have  the  Churches  of  Christ  held  that,  apart  from 
Baptism  and  the  Lord’s  Supper,  no  one  can  attain,  not  only 
the  kingdom  of  God,  but  even  salvation  and  eternal  life.”* 

“  Behold,  Innocent  the  Pope,  of  blessed  memory,  saith  that 
without  the  baptism  of  Christ,  and  without  the  participation 
of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  little  children  have  not 
life.”f 

After  some  years  of  patient  effort  to  find  in  the  great 
African  Father  a  consistent  doctrine  on  the  nature  and  effects 
of  baptism,  we  have  relinquished  ^he  task  in  despair,  and  we 
are  convinced  that  he  can  be  cited  on  this  question  with  equal 
fairness  and  cogency  by  the  most  opposite  theological  schools. 
Dr.  Pusey  evidently  finds  him  the  most  unmanageable  of  all 
the  Fathers,  and  yet  he  can  press  him  into  service  as  a  de¬ 
ponent  to  High  Sacramentarianism.  That  he  is  as  prompt 
and  valid  a  witness  for  an  opposite  dogma,  we  have  already 
seen.  What  is  the  worth  of  his  testimony  on  either  side, 
when  it  can  be  pleaded  indifferently  on  both,  we  leave  the 
reader  to  judge. 

The  doctrine  of  Baptismal  Degeneration,  in  the  sense 
which  makes  the  sacrament  one  which  operates  inward  and 
spiritual  changes,  has  certainly  to  encounter  strong  antece¬ 
dent  improbabilities  arising  both  from  reason  and  revelation. 
What  connection  God  Himself  can  establish  between  an 
external  rite  and  an  internal  and  everlasting  renewal,  it  is 
not,  we  confess,  for  man  to  say.  When  an  appeal  is  made  to 
the  Divine  omnipotence,  we  acknowledge  that  to  its  resources 


*  Yol.  x.,  214  a. 


\  Yol.  x.,  830  b. 


BAPTISMAL  REGENERATION. 


79 


nothing  is  impossible  which  does  not  violate  either  the  essen¬ 
tial  distinctions  of  morality,  or  the  essential  principles  of 
reasoning.  The  conversion  of  falsehood  into  truth,  or  the 
making  of  the  same  thing  to  be  and  not  to  be  at  the  same 
moment,  is  a  performance  beyond  the  power  of  omnipotence 
itself.  The  former  would  be  the  annihilation  of  all  ethical 
reality,  and  the  latter  would  make  thought  itself  to  be  an 
illusion.  Within  these  limits,  which  could  not  be  transcend¬ 
ed  without  the  instantaneous  abolition  of  that  common 
ground  which  renders  possible  any  communication  between 
the  Creator  and  His  intelligent  and  moral  creatures,  any 
miracle  is  possible  which  may  commend  itself  to  infinite 
wisdom  and  goodness,  and  we  are  prepared  to  accept  it,  with 
all  its  mystery,  if  the  evidence  which  avouches  it  be  sufficient. 
To  accept  it  without  such  evidence  would  be  for  reason  to 
abdicate  her  functions,  and  under  the  guise  of  devotion  to 
sink  into  abject  superstition.  And  when  we  have  observed 
the  extent  to  which,  in  connection  with  all  religions,  human 
faith  has  been  abused  by  the  monstrous  tenets  it  has  been  led 
to  accept,  and  the  debasing  practices  which  it  has  been  in¬ 
duced  to  perform,  it  surely  is  a  matter  of  pressing  concern  to 
rescue  it  from  its  perversion  and  bondage,  and  to  see  that  its 
ear  and  its  obedience  are  reserved  for  the  voice  of  God  alone. 
Faith  in  the  mysteries  which  are  inherent  in  things,  and  are, 
therefore,  divine,  exalts  us,  through  the  reverence  and  hu¬ 
mility  which  it  creates;  but  faith  in  the  mysteries  of  a 
thaumaturgic  sacerdotalism  inflicts  on  the  soul  a  manifold 
disaster.  It  subjects  it  to  the  dominion  of  a  lie.  It 
circumscribes  the  liberty,  and  thereby  cramps  the  healthy 
development  of  the  intellect.*  It  places  one  man  under  the 
ghostly  dominion  of  his  fellow-man.  It  unnerves  the  soul 
by  fictitious  perils,  or  settles  it  in  as  fictitious  a  security ; 
and,  as  the  tendency  of  an  abuse  is  ever  to  encroach  upon  a 
rightful  use,  a  true  faith  yields  its  ground  more  and  more  to 
a  blind  credulity. 

When  we  consider  all  the  elements  which  go  to  constitute 
that  stupendous  change  which  in  Scripture  is  denominated  the 
“new  birth,”  we  are  certainly  not  prepared  to  expect  that 
they  are  the  opus  operatum  of  an  external  sacrament.  Man 
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is  not  in  mere  ceremonial  alienation  from  God,  or  a  ceremonial 
might  effect  the  reconciliation.  The  mind  is  carnal,  and  the 
carnality  is  an  enmity  of  will  and  affection.  The  ravages  of 
sin  have  spread  themselves  through  the  whole  region  of  the 
soul.  The  love  of  God  has  been  displaced  by  the  lust  of  the 
flesh,  the  lust  of  the  eye,  and  the  pride  of  life.  And  all  this 
derangement  of  both  relation  and  character  has  to  be  repaired, 
so  that  from  being  enemies  of  God  we  shall  become  His  sons, 
having  His  love  shed  abroad  in  the  heart,  being  renewed  in 
the  spirit  of  our  mind.  Now,  a  change  so  transcendent, 
glorious,  and  complete  might  naturally  be  expected  to  be 
produced  in  connection  with  the  exercise  of  those  endowments 
of  mind  and  heart  by  which  man  has  been  distinguished 
from  the  beasts  that  perish,  and  made  capable  of  holding 
intelligent  and  loving  communion  with  God.  That  divine 
adaptation  of  means  to  ends  which  we  discover  in  every 
other  region  of  God’s  operations,  and  to  which  we  are  in  the 
habit  of  appealing  in  proof  of  His  existence  and  wisdom,  we 
should  naturally  look  for  in  this  new  kingdom  of  His  grace. 
He  who  has  provided  bread  for  hunger,  water  for  thirst, 
light  for  the  eye,  sound  for  the  ear,  truth  for  the  intelligence, 
right  for  the  conscience,  and  love  for  the  heart,  will  surely 
reveal  in  His  great  restorative  scheme  the  same  congruity  of 
means  and  ends.  But  the  effectuations  of  high  moral  and 
spiritual  results  through  means  of  a  ceremony  which  is  out¬ 
ward  and  physical,  would  be  an  achievement  wholly  without 
parallel  in  any  other  department  of  the  Divine  workings. 
That  a  soul  should  be  pardoned,  cleansed,  renovated  by  an 
outward  baptism  of  which  at  the  time  it  is  wholly  unconscious, 
is  a  dogma  so  extraordinary,  that  nothing  can  commend  it 
to  our  faith  but  '‘confirmations  strong  as  holy  writ.”  The 
erection  of  a  temple  by  repeating  a  series  of  syllogisms  before 
a  mass  of  stones,  timber,  and  iron;  or  the  chasing  away  of 
a  mortal  fever  by  a  strain  of  music  ;  or  the  enkindling  of  the 
light  of  genius  in  the  rudim^ntal  mind  of  an  imbecile  by 
waving  over  his  head  a  rod,  would  be  marvels  even  less 
astounding  than  that  which,  in  the  language  of  Dr.  Pusey, 
makes  baptism  the  instrument  of  regeneration. 

The  antecedent  improbabilities  of  such  a  connection 
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between  baptism  and  a  spiritual  birth  are  so  numerous  and 
grave,  arising  both  from  the  nature  of  man  himself,  and  of 
the  water  to  which  regenerative  efficacy  is  imputed,  that  the 
authority  of  Fathers  and  councils  would  of  itself  not  weigh 
one  feather  in  the  scale  against  them.  Indeed,  in  the  view 
of  the  follies  and  contradictions  which  such  authority  has  so 
frequently  shielded,  it  would  only  supply  an  additional  ground 
of  suspicion  against  any  dogma  which  it  undertook  to 
accredit,  especially  if  it  were  one  which  exalted  the  office 
and  functions  of  the  priesthood. 

This  a  priori  unlikelihood  of  the  truth  of  sacramental 
efficacy  is  strengthened  by  an  appeal  to  the  old  dispensation, 
in  which,  if  anywhere,  a  saving  ritual  might  have  been 
expected.  It  was  an  economy  of  priests  and  sacerdotal 
services,  and  yet  there  was  not  one  ceremony  with  the  out¬ 
ward  observance  of  which  any  salutary  virtue  was  inseparably 
associated.  Circumcision,  so  far  as  concerned  its  operation 
on  the  soul,  profited  as  little  as  uncircumcision,  in  spite  of 
the  solitary  disclaimer  of  Augustine,  whose  opinion  on  this 
matter  is  equally  at  issue  with  that  of  all  the  Fathers,  and  of 
him  who  is  superior  to  them  all,  the  great  apostle  to  the 
Gentiles.  Circumcision  might  make  a  man  “outwardly” a 
Jew,  but  a  godly  man  it  could  not  make  him.  It  were  strange, 
therefore,  if,  in  an  economy  purposely  and  predominantly 
ceremonial,  there  were  no  saving  rite,  and  if  in  that  economy 
which  is  one  of  spirit  and  of  truth,  and  in  which  all  priest¬ 
hood,  save  that  of  Christ  Himself,  is  expressly  abolished, 
salvation  should  have  been  made  conditional  on  an  exterior 
ceremony.  That  there  has  been  no  such  inversion  and  re¬ 
gression  in  the  revelation  and  appointments  of  God,  we  have 
seen  in  the  course  of  this  essay. 

And  the  test  of  experience  comes  in  finally  to  confirm  the 
whole.  For  where  are  the  effects  of  that  spiritual  regenera¬ 
tion  which  baptism  is  alleged  to  convey  ?  Are  they  realized 
and  discriminated  in  the  consciousness  of  the  individual 
himself  in  the  moment  of  baptism  ?  Is  there  any  adult  who 
is  prepared  to  affirm  that  from  the  instant  of  his  baptism  he 
is  sensible  of  a  positive  acquisition  of  new  light,  and  power, 
and  sanctity  ?  Can  we,  with  any  approximation  to  truth, 
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select  from  the  population  of  our  country  those  who  have 
been  thus  regenerated,  being  guided  in  our  selection  by  their 
observed  superiority  of  character?  Are  they  more  honest, 
more  virtuous,  more  pure,  more  devout,  more  generous  than 
others?  Is  there  any  conspicuous  mitigation  in  the  quality 
of  natural  depravity  in  those  who  have  been  baptismally 
renewed,  and  that  too  in  consequence  of  their  baptismal  grace? 
Is  there  any  teacher  who  can  pronounce  at  once  and  with 
certainty,  from  the  behavior  of  the  children  committed  to 
his  care,  which  of  them  are  regenerated,  and  which  are  not  ? 
Could  any  one,  on  the  same  principle,  distinguish  the  felons 
in  a  prison,  or  the  workmen  in  a  manufactory?  The  man 
must  be  invincibly  obstinate  in  his  adhesion  to  a  favorite 
theory  who  can  maintain  that  the  effects  of  baptism  are  such 
as  thus  to  challenge  and  command  our  recognition.  And  we 
shrink  not  from  the  statement  that  the  moral  condition  of 
our  own  country,  including  the  hundreds  of  thousands  who 
have  been  regenerated  by  baptism,  is  such  as  to  evince  the 
baselessness  of  any  pretence  which  connects  moral  and 
spiritual  results  with  the  administration  of  this  ordinance. 
This  appeal  to  results  we  are  justified  in  making,  not  simply 
on  the  ground  of  the  inductive  philosophy,  but  because  our 
Lord  has  bidden  us  to  test  both  men  and  doctrines  by  their 
fruits.  If  it  be  said  that  the  reason  why  Baptismal  Regene¬ 
ration  is  not  more  palpably  effective  is  to  be  found  in  the 
widespread  neglect  to  cultivate  the  baptismal  grace,  we  are 
constrained  to  reply  that  the  grace  here  spoken  of  is  an  as¬ 
sumption  which  has  not  yet  been  established,  and  that  a  grace 
is  inconceivable,  which,  while  possessing  all  the  properties 
which  Dr.  Pusey  ascribes  to  this,  does  not  stimulate  and 
incite  to  its  own  culture  and  preservation.  An  internal  grace 
which  neither  impels  to  holiness  nor  restrains  from  sin, 
which  is  neither  matter  of  consciousness  as  a  principle,  nor 
of  observation  as  an  active  and  fruitful  energy,  is  a  phantom 
created  by  a  theology  which  has  substituted  for  a  “reasonable 
service”  the  “opus  operatum”  of  priestcraft.  And,  as  we 
cannot  but  regard  with  undissembled  sorrow  and  apprehension 
the  diffusion  of  such  a  theology  in  our  country  as  a  retrogres¬ 
sion  towards  that  darkness  and  bondage  from  which  the 
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Reformation  delivered  us,  we  have  endeavored  to  examine 
the  grounds  upon  which  the  reaction  is  professedly  based, 
convinced  that,  while  baptism,  like  circumcision,  is  a  divine 
ordinance,  it  is  true  of  both,  and  of  both  equally,  that  in 
themselves  they  “avail  nothing — but  a  new  creature.” 


